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INTRODUCTION 
This investigation deals with the measurement of 
the environmental field and its effect on individuals. 
Individuals receive numerous bits of information from 
the external environment which has an effect on the 
individual's behavior. Within industrial/organizational 
psychology the environmental field is thought to 
influence many variables, e.g., productivity, job 
satisfaction, absenteeism, and turnover. 
The concept of the environmental field was initially 
conceived by Kurt Lewin. Lewin viewed man as being sur­
rounded by a field. One of the first attempts to examine 
the environmental field (Lewin, Lippitt, & White, 1939) 
dealt with creating consistent social climates for groups 
of boys. Three social climates were created (laissez-
faire, authoritarian, and democratic) with each group of 
boys being trained within one of the styles. Lewin's 
research found that the groups did show differing behavior 
patterns with regard to such factors as apathy and agression. 
In the 1960s a dramatic upsurge in the amount of 
research on the effects of the environment occurred. The 
new term of "organizational climate" was coined to describe 
the environmental field of organizations. 
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Forehand and Gilmer (1964) defined organizational 
climate as; 
The set of characteristics that describe 
an organization and that (a) distinguish 
the organization from other organizations, 
(b) are relatively enduring over time, and 
(c) influence the behavior of people in 
the organization, (p. 362) 
This definition is very general in nature and creates few 
conceptual boundaries for the construct of organizational 
climate. According to Forehand and Gilmer, organizational 
climate is a vague term used to discriminate organizations. 
Taguiri (1968) using a phenomenological-perceptual 
framework defined organizational climate as: 
A relatively enduring quality of the 
internal environment of an organization 
that (a) is experienced by its members, 
(b) influences their behavior, and (c) can 
be described in terms of the values of a 
particular set of characteristics (or 
attitudes) of the organization, (p. 27) 
Again this definition does not develop definite boundaries 
for the construct organizational climate. This definition 
does emphasize that organizational climate is perceived 
by the individual members of the organization. 
These two definitions taken collectively do aid the 
conceptual understanding of organizational climate at a 
general level. The sum of the definitions indicate : 
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(1) organizational climate is a macro concept, (2) organiza­
tion climate is somewhat permanent, and (3) organizational 
climate is external to the individual, but also internal 
to the organization as members must experience or perceive 
it. 
During the 1960s organizational climate research 
was shown to have the ability to discriminate between 
organizations and to influence productivity and job satis­
faction (Litwin & Stringer, 1968). The concept of organiza­
tional climate encountered no real problems and was fairly 
well accepted. 
The beginning of the 19 70s produced a great deal of 
reconceptualization. It seems as the concept of organiza­
tional climate had not been adequately validated as a 
construct. Measures of organizational climate empirically 
converged with other organizational constructs, when there 
should have been greater evidence of divergent validity. 
For example, Johannesson (1973) found that both job satis­
faction and climate scales clustered together and concluded: 
It appears as if perceptual climate research 
is converging upon any domain, job satis­
faction seems to be the likely candidate. 
(p. 142) 
Guion (19 73) also raised important conceptual issues 
concerning organizational climate. He felt researchers 
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were confused as to whether organizational climate is 
an organizational attribute or an individual attribute. 
Guion further states that the accuracy of the perception 
is crucial. Differences in organizational climate should 
covary with differences in external objective measures 
(e.g., structure, size, etc.), and individuals should 
agree (show consensus) in their perceptions of climate. 
These criticisms, focusing on the poor conceptual 
development of organizational climate, produced numerous 
review papers which have attempted to organize and articu­
late the concept. James and Jones (1974) reviewed the 
three different approaches that organizational climate 
researchers have taken. The first distinction they make 
is the multiple measurement-organizational attribute 
approach. To describe this approach they use the pre­
viously mentioned Forehand and Gilmer definition of organi­
zational climate. James and Jones concluded that; 
Organizational climate appear synonymous 
with organizational situations and seems to 
offer little more than a semantically 
appealing but "catch-all" term. (p. 1099) 
The second approach is the perceptual measurement-
organizational attribute approach. The approach states 
that individual perceptions of the organization are the 
measurement mode, hence this approach is somewhat more 
5 
restrictive than the first approach. Furthermore, this 
approach views organizational climate as being descrip­
tive (not evaluative) of the organization and a signifi­
cant portion of between group variance must be evident 
(which is proof that an organizational attribute is being 
measured). James and Jones criticize this approach as 
confusing and restate Guion's (19 73) concern regarding 
confusion about whether organizational climate is an 
individual or an organizational attribute. 
The final approach is the perceptual measurement-
individual attribute. This approach defines organiza­
tional climate as a set of summary or global perceptions 
held by individuals about their organizational environment 
(Schneider, 19 73). Hence, organizational climate is an 
interaction between the objective events and the percep­
tions of those events. This approach emphasizes the 
individual (and not the organization) as the focus of the 
attribute. James and Jones state that when the individual 
attribute approach is used consensus or a relationship to 
external reality is not needed. 
The major conclusions reached by James and Jones 
were; (1) conceptual and theoretical rationale needs to 
guide the research and measurement rather than the reverse, 
(2) there is a need to make a distinction between the 
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individual attribute (psychological climate) and the 
organizational attribute (organizational climate) 
approaches, and (3) to investigate the relationship 
between psychological and organizational climate. 
Payne, Fineman, and Wall (1976) attempted to organize 
the confusion surrounding organizational climate and 
other organizational constructs by proposing conceptual 
boundaries. A three-facet analysis was introduced. Facet 
analysis is a structural approach to the planning of 
research. Payne et al. use a three-facet analysis to 
parallel three of the major problems with organizational 
climate. 
The initial facet (and problem) is the nature of the 
measurement. They view climate as being a descriptive 
measure, where the individual does not let personal feelings 
enter into the rating of organizational procedures and 
policies. Payne et al. reference research which indicates 
that this distinction has not been adhered to by organiza­
tional climate or job satisfaction (evaluative) researchers. 
The element of analysis—a job or a group/organiza­
tion, is the second facet described. Organizational 
climate is supposedly at the organizational (department 
or team) level, while organizational climate's chief 
competitor, job satisfaction, is assessed at the job level. 
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The final and most misunderstood facet is the unit 
of analysis. Payne et al. state that organizational 
climate is a social collectivity (aggregate), or is beyond 
the individual, while job satisfaction should be analyzed 
at an individual unit of analysis. This facet is the same 
factor James and Jones (19 74) use to distinguish between 
psychological and organizational climate. 
Payne et al. also distinguish between level of analysis 
in terms of evaluative constructs. Job satisfaction is 
the evaluative concept when the individual is the unit of 
analysis, or the same level of analysis as psychological 
climate. Organization morale is the term used to refer 
to the aggregate unit of analysis, which is the level of 
analysis for organizational climate. The unit of analysis 
problem will be discussed further in the literature review 
of the measurement techniques. 
Payne et al. distinguish among other organizational 
constructs at a theoretical level, one of which was 
organizational climate. They do an excellent job in 
developing boundaries for the confusing area of organiza­
tional behavior. It remains to be seen if these abstract 
distinctions manifest empirical confirmation. 
Two other reviews (Hellriegel & Slocum, 19 74; 
Schneider, 19 75) have also discussed similar problems as 
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the James and Jones (19 74) and the Payne et al. articles. 
A recent article (Woodman & King, 1978), critical of 
organizational climate, has refocused attention on two 
of the old unresolved problems, plus brought attention 
to a new line of research. The new problem now surfacing 
is that objective and perceptual measures of climate may 
not be measuring the same construct. Again they mention 
the problems with organizational climate being redundant 
with other organizational constructs. Also rediscussed 
is the problem: do perceptual measures reflect attributes 
of the target organization or of the people making the 
responses? The last question reflects the state of the 
art in organizational climate. The fundamental question 
still exists, does organizational climate exist at a macro 
level? 
The present research is an attempt to distinguish 
between macro (organizational climate and morale) and 
micro (psychological climate and job satisfaction) 
concepts. Since this topic involves a measurement 
problem, a review of the measurement techniques will 
be presented and critiqued. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW OF MEASUREMENT 
The techniques used to measure organizational 
climate have been divided into three areas: (1) those 
using individual items; (2) those using an intuitive 
factor analytic method, and (3) those using factor 
analysis, including factor solutions from previous 
research. The final section will be a discussion of the 
aggregation problem which prevails throughout all three 
techniques. 
The use of individual items has taken different 
tangents. For example, Kaczka and Kirk (1968) studied 
five dimensions of climate using single item indicators 
and found that individual scores on organizational climate 
dimensions covary with performance. Psychometrically 
this approach is not good as it is impossible to assess 
the reliability of these five dimensions. 
The majority of the studies (Golembiewski, 1970; 
Golembiewski & Carrigan, 19 70; Golembiewski, Munzenrider, 
Blumberg, Carrigan, & Mead, 19 71; Hand, Richards, & Slocum, 
19 73) use the technique of profile analysis to classify 
groups or organizations, and then look at differences in 
criterion variables for dissimilar groups or organiza­
tions. All of these studies used Likert's Profile of 
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Organizational Characteristics (Likert, 1967). This 
questionnaire was originally developed to classify manage­
ment systems. The validity of Likert's instrument has 
been questioned (Golembiewski & Munzenrider, 19 75; Payne 
& Pugh, 1976), however it is used in organizational 
climate research often without critical review. Also, the 
technique of profile analysis used in this context implies 
that measurement is at an interval level rather than the 
more realistic ordinal level. This suggests that equal 
differences on two different items by two organizations 
may not reflect equal psychological differences that is 
implied by profile analysis. 
Schneider (19 73) correlated individual climate items 
with the tendency to switch accounts for bank customers. 
This and the other studies cited reflect the final 
criticism of this method. The use of individual items 
tends to limit the conceptual understanding of climate. 
Most researchers feel that organizational climate is a 
set of dimensions as factors in the factor analytic sense. 
Explanation seems to be somewhat limited by not combining 
the items into similar categories, which form the multi­
dimensional foundation for organizational climate. 
The second measurement technique used is intuitive 
factor analysis. The term intuitive factor analysis 
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means a subjective (nonempirical) grouping of items 
into supposedly common groups. An example of intuitive 
factor analysis comes from Pritchard and Karasick (19 73) 
where their questionnaire was constructed as follows; 
Next, many existing questionnaires 
measuring climate, job satisfaction, 
physical characteristics of organiza­
tions, etc., were examined, and items 
that appeared to be related to the 
psychological atmosphere of the organiza­
tion were collected. These items were 
then sorted into the previously generated 
set of potential dimensions. (p. 132) 
Pritchard and Karasick and others (Dieterly & Schneider, 
1974; Greiner, 1968; Joyce & Slocum, 1978; Meyer, 1968) 
have used the method of intuitive factor analysis. The 
first criticism of this method is that empirical methods 
would seem to be much more accurate in assigning items 
to dimensions and assessing the number of dimensions. 
The second criticism of the method is that some researchers 
have applied climate scales to different samples in 
different situations. Previous research (Muchinsky, 
1976; Sims & LaFollette, 1975; Wallace, Ivancevich, & 
Lyon, 1975) has shown that the structure of organizational 
climate varies dramatically across samples and situations. 
It is very unlikely that intuitive factor analysis can 
make the distinction between the constructs of psycho­
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logical climate and organizational climate. Using 
intuitive factor analysis exacerbates the ambiguity of 
the climate construct. 
The last measurement approach is the use of factor 
analysis. Some researchers (Drexler, 1977; Priedlander & 
Margulies, 1969; George & Bishop, 1971; Schneider & Snyder, 
1975; Sorcher & Danzig, 1969) use factor solutions from 
previous research. This practice is not an acceptable 
measurement shortcut. As referred to already, the factor 
structure of organizational climate exhibits a great deal 
of variance across samples and situations. Schneider and 
Snyder's (1975) use of a previous factor solution is 
somewhat justified as insurance agency employees constituted 
the sample in both studies. 
By far most studies on organizational climate have 
used factor analysis as the statistical method of analysis. 
Stern's (19 70) research is an excellent example of the 
typical study using factor analysis. The sample consisted 
of 1076 students from 23 schools. The individuals responded 
to the 30 items of the College Characteristic Index (CCI). 
The sampling was rather haphazard as availability was the 
salient variable controlling inclusion or exclusion from 
the study. Among the many analyses computed by Stern was 
an analysis of variance to test for significant differences 
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across schools (N=23), which he found. The ANOVA proce­
dure involves computing a school mean (aggregation of 
the data). Stern created extensive norms to classify 
colleges in terms of their climate characteristics, based 
on factor scores derived from a factor analysis involving 
individual correlations. 
Stern's sample size (1076) is of the magnitude as 
to insure highly stable correlation coefficients, accor­
dingly this is a commendable procedure to follow. But 
others (Layton, 19 72) have criticized Stern's work as 
using inconsistent procedures. Layton states that it 
is not appropriate to base group (college) norms on factor 
analyses computed from individual scores. There is a 
shift in the unit of analysis, which creates ambiguity 
in the results. Schneider (1975) has also raised similar 
issues, as he states that if individual differences are 
the salient feature of the research, then factor analysis 
should be done on individual scores. But if group or 
organizational differences are the concern of the research, 
the factor analysis should be done with the group or the 
organization as the unit of analysis. Stern does not use 
the more appropriate unit of analysis (college) and further­
more did not have the sample size to attempt the correct 
analysis (N=23). 
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Stern's study need not to be unduly criticized, as 
of all the studies reviewed using factor analysis only one 
(Taylor & Bowers, 19 70) used the more correct group as the 
unit of analysis. Taylor and Bowers used 22 items to 
define organizational climate based upon data from 4,500 
individuals. They then merged the individual responses to 
the items into actual work groups, so the arithmetic means 
of the work groups for each item were the salient unit of 
analysis. They reduced their sample size from 4,500 
individuals to 613 work groups. Next a correlation matrix 
was computed using the work group means. This matrix was 
then factor analyzed with five dimensions resulting. 
This study comes a great deal closer to defining 
organizational climate, but it also has some problems. The 
between factor solution (using work groups) was not compared 
to the within group factor solution. The within factor 
solution would be computed as follows: (1) compute a 
variance-covariance matrix for the 22 items within each 
group (corrected for group means), (2) obtain a weighted 
pooled estimate of the variance-covariance matrix across 
all groups, (3) compute a correlation matrix from the 
pooled variance-covariance matrix, and (4) factor analyze 
the correlation matrix. This factor analytic solution 
reflects only individual differences as group differences 
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are subtracted out. In terms of the Taylor and Bowers 
study, if the between factor analysis was equivalent to 
the within factor analysis, there is nothing beyond 
individual differences (psychological climate). That 
is, the between solution is expected to equal the within 
solution if there are nothing more than individual 
differences. 
A great majority of the previous research method­
ologies, irrespective of the measurement method, use 
aggregate data to reflect a group or organizational 
property. Roberts, Hulin, and Rousseau (1978) have an 
excellent critical discussion on this issue and state; 
Aggregation from the individual to 
the group level creates ambiguity when 
group members are described as highly 
satisfied, quite married, and dispro­
portionately educated. Use of aggre­
gate data may obscure understanding 
when steps are not taken to determine 
whether a variable or construct has 
surplus meaning beyond that associated 
with its original level of assessment, 
(p. 85) 
In other words, the whole may be equal to more than the 
sum of the individual parts. Using aggregate data 
creates ambiguous inferences. For example, group 
differences in climate generated from aggregated data 
may reflect individual differences, group effects, or a 
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group/individual interaction. 
This surplus meaning, beyond the individual, is 
what the present author would define cis organizational 
climate. Logically this implies that organizational 
climate has not been measured unambiguously. The present 
study is an attempt to measure this construct more 
appropriately by the use of factor analytic techniques, 
which partition the variance into individual and group 
(organizational) components. 
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RATIONALE FOR METHODOLOGY 
The following three types of correlations are 
potentially available for factor analysis; (1) between 
item correlations based on the mean rating assigned to 
an organization or group; (2) within item correlations 
based on scores assigned by individual raters within 
the groups or organizations; and (3) total item correla­
tions based again on individual raters' scores, but 
obtained by combining across several groups or organiza­
tions. All of the studies examining organizational 
climate that use factor analysis (except Taylor & Bowers, 
19 70) use the total correlation matrix. 
The relationship between these three sum of squares 
and cross products (not correlation) matrices is that the 
total sum of squares and cross products matrix equals the 
between sum of squares and cross products matrix plus the 
within sum of squares and cross products matrix. Thus, 
the total sum of squares and cross products matrix 
represents a complex confounding of the between and the 
within group data (Whitely & Doyle, 19 78). By using the 
total correlation matrix, climate research has been 
studying organizational climate and psychological climate, 
but in such a manner that the two concepts were inter­
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twined. The present study proposes to factor analyze 
the between and within correlation matrices to produce 
a much clearer measure of organizational climate and 
psychological climate. 
Figure 1 shows how the 3 types of correlations 
(total, between, and within) could be conceptually viewed. 
There are 4 groups in this example and as can be seen 
the relationships within the groups are moderately nega­
tive. The between correlation (using group means, n=4) 
would be a strong positive correlation. The total correla­
tion would be conceptualized by using the data without 
grouping. In Figure 1 the total correlation would be 
a small positive relationship. From this example it 
can be seen the different types of correlations can 
differ in magnitude and sign, even though they all are 
based on the same original data. 
No specific hypotheses will be presented, however 
some possible outcomes of special interest will be 
discussed. Of the greatest interest are those factors 
which occur from the analysis of group (using the between 
R matrix) differences which either do not occur or occur 
weakly when analyzing individuals. These are the factors 
that are most likely to have resulted from environmental 
(organizational climate or morale) differences among groups. 
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group 4 
group 3 
group 2 
group 1 
X 
Figure 1. Relationship among total, within, 
and between correlations. 
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It is also likely that factors will emerge from the 
within factor analysis that do not occur in the between 
factor solution. These factors would clearly be due 
totally to individual differences, thus representing 
psychological climate or job satisfaction. A third 
possibility is that factors may emerge from the two 
analysis that are similar. In this case a comparative 
process must be used to determine whether environmental 
variance is present or only individual differences. 
This process will be further explained in the data 
analysis section. 
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METHOD 
Instrument 
A copy of the questionnaire is presented in 
Appendix A. The questionnaire was part of a large 
attitude survey of employees used by a large multi­
national corporation. The job satisfaction (50 items) 
and work perceptions (43 items) sections of the 
questionnaire were used for the analyses. The sample 
of employees was asked to respond to the 9 3 items on 
a five-point scale ranging from 1 to 5. 
Sample 
The sample consisted of 1584 individuals who were 
employees of the organization in 19 78. This sample 
represents a 10% random sampling of the total corpora­
tion. The questionnaire was distributed through the 
channels of the organization, with the supervisor taking 
the responsibility for the completion of the survey. 
Employees were assured that the survey was confidential 
and for research purposes only. Information pertaining 
to the demographic characteristics of the sample is 
presented in Appendix B. 
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Data Analysis 
The data analysis was done in the following two 
phases; (1) group formation and item transformation 
and (2) factor analyses of the data. 
Phase 1 
Using the 19 78 sample of 1584 employees, the 9 3 
items were first evaluated in terms of their distribu­
tions. Items which differed (a skewed distribution) 
from the majority of the other items were transformed 
into dichotomous items. The items were dichotomized 
to match the distribution of the majority (nonskewed) 
items. This procedure was initiated because skewed 
items correlate highly with items skewed in the same 
direction. This causes factors to emerge that are not 
based on item content but only the fact that they are 
from similar distributions (Wherry, 19 44). 
The second part of the first phase was to construct 
relatively homogeneous groups from the 1854 employees. 
The sample was divided into groups by a facility code. 
A facility code identifies a geographic location and in 
some cases, the function of the particular location. In 
a few cases the geographic location had numerous func­
tions (as memory products and communication systems). in 
23 
these cases, more than one facility code was used to 
identify the same location but a different function. A 
total of 86 groups (82 groups for nonmanagement) were 
formed by the facility code, out of the original 1584 
employees. 
Phase 2 
Factor analyses were then computed for both the between 
and the within correlation matrices. For the between 
analysis, the first step was to compute the means on the 
93 items for each facility (N=89). The means on the 93 
items for each field were then used to form the correlation 
matrix with the dimensions of 9 3 by 9 3. This matrix was 
then factor analyzed by using an orthogonal solution with 
a varimax rotation. An iterative procedure to estimate 
the communalities was used for the diagonal of the matrix. 
The orthogonal varimax procedure was used because the 
primary purpose was to form clear scales of the items. 
The within factor solution was computed by pooling 
the sums of squares and cross product matrices of the 
facilities (corrected for the group mean), again for the 
9 3 items. The pooled sum of squares and cross product 
matrix was weighted by group size. This matrix was con­
verted to a correlation matrix with the factor analysis 
accomplished by the same method as the between solution. 
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Both of the solutions were analyzed by the Scree 
test (Cattell, 1966) to determine the most efficient 
solution. After scales were formed the reliability of 
the scales were assessed. The procedure used was to 
multiply the n-by-1 vector of significant (.40 or 
greater) factor loading by its transpose (1-by-n matrix). 
Therefore, if there were 5 items on a factor with signifi­
cant factor loadings, the matrix multiplication would 
produce a 5 by 5 matrix, which is reproducing the correla­
tion matrix for those significant items. Next, the 
average of the elements within this matrix was computed. 
This average of the elements within the matrix is analogous 
to the average intercorrelation for the specific factor. 
The mean value was then substituted into Spearman-Brown's 
formula as a measure of the internal consistency of the 
factor, not of the items in the factor. Most researchers 
substitute the average correlation into the Spearman-
Brown formula (not based on the factor loadings). This 
procedure tends to overestimate the reliability as this 
estimate takes advantage of the fact that items may covary 
over many of the factors. Use of the factor loadings 
alleviates this problem. 
It was also decided that the employees' level in 
the organization (management or nonmanagement personnel) 
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may be an important variable to assess. Climate differences 
at the management level have been found. There is also 
the possibility that there may be structural differences 
between the two levels. As a factor may appear only in 
the management solution or the items composing a factor 
may differ when comparing management and nonmanagement 
personnel. A comparison of the two levels will give an 
indication if the factor structure is similar. 
After the factor analyses were completed, factor 
scores were computed for both the between and within 
solutions. Next an F-ratio was computed using the 
individual factor scores. The F-ratio was computed by 
computing a simple ANOVA on the factor scores where the 
facility constituted the between factor and within facility 
individual differences was the error term. The F-ratio 
indicates how well the factor distinguishes different 
facilities. Many climate researchers hold the view that 
if the F-value is significant there is evidence of organiza­
tional climate. But it is very possible that factors 
computed from only individual differences can distinguish 
among groups, but only because similar types of individuals 
migrate to a particular situation. The F-ratio is very 
important when factors occur in the two analyses are 
similar in item content. For example, if F = 3.70 for 
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the within analysis and 3.72 for the between analysis (on 
similar factors), this indicates that by taking into 
account the group (between analysis) does not readily 
distinguish among groups any better than individual 
differences. The variance in this example is only 
psychological climate or job satisfaction, as individual 
differences are the sole cause of the distinction among 
the groups. Conversely, if F =3.70 for the within 
solution and 4.50 for the between solution, there is 
evidence that the between solution (taking group informa­
tion into account) is distinguishing among groups and 
theoretically a macro concept is emerging. This also indi­
cates that the between factor is potentially useful for 
distinguishing among groups, reflecting the existence of 
organizational climate or organizational morale. 
Factors that are not similar cannot be compared as 
they reflect a different trait being measured. In the 
situation where the unique factor is from the between 
solution, this indicates that organizational climate or 
a specific environmental property is being measured. In 
contrast, a unique factor from the within analysis is 
indicative of psychological climate, or that only individual 
differences are being measured. The preceding procedures 
(factor analysis and comparisons) were completed separately 
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for management and nonmanagement personnel. These two 
analyses will be compared to answer the question; Do 
the two levels in the organization have a similar factor 
structure? 
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RESULTS 
Factor Analysis for Management 
(Within Solution) 
Six factors emerged from the within correlation 
matrix (Table 1). A brief description of each is 
presented: 
I. General perceptions of the job 
This factor is a very general factor which contained 
26 items with a factor loading of .40 or greater. The .40 
or greater will be the criterion used for inclusion or 
exclusion in all the subsequent factors. Of the 26 items, 
25 are contained within the climate portion of the 9 3 
items. There is a diversity of items, such as on-the-job 
training, effort, supervisor feedback, and satisfaction 
with the personnel office. The Spearman-Brown internal 
consistency measure of reliability was .91 for this factor. 
II. Supervision 
The second within factor for management personnel 
contains 15 items. All of the 15 items were from the 
satisfaction section of the questionnaire. Items loading 
on this factor are more homogeneous than the preceding 
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Table 1 
Factor Analysis of the 
Within Correlation Matrix 
(Management) 
Factor 
triable ,2 
I II III IV V VI 
51 .032 .118 .118 -.080 .762 .214 .661 
52 -.032 .095 .100 -.081 .740 .130 .591 
53 -.030 .199 .006 -.100 .658 .023 .484 
54 .069 .102 .155 -.066 .833 .152 .761 
55 -.055 .193 .180 -.060 .616 .089 .463 
56 .086 .083 .305 .064 .751 .103 .686 
87 .127 .078 .356 .055 .699 .127 .657 
58 .143 .057 .459 .068 .539 .267 .601 
59 .044 -.071 .113 -.052 .162 .755 .619 
510 .006 -.035 .153 -.017 .095 .821 .708 
511 .027 -.056 .240 .027 .114 .783 .688 
512 .038 -.049 .380 .016 .132 .691 .643 
513 .113 .004 .487 .047 .180 .581 .622 
514 .154 .044 .594 .001 .211 .502 .675 
515 -.125 .051 .384 .242 -.148 .231 .273 
516 .046 .049 .617 .130 .094 .405 .575 
517 .026 .127 .607 .069 .246 .158 .475 
518 .092 .148 .720 .040 .310 .170 .676 
519 .072 .179 .751 .122 .227 .180 .700 
520 .059 .224 .724 .117 .209 .091 .643 
521 .021 .269 .595 .099 .177 .062 .472 
522 .047 .405 .647 .202 .202 .038 .667 
523 .050 .390 .630 .258 .172 .056 .650 
524 -.063 .325 .482 .350 -.061 .117 .483 
' 2 h is the communality for the variable. 
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Table 1 
(continued) 
Factor 
Variable .2 
I II III IV V VI 
525 -.041 .186 .391 .405 .007 .110 .365 
526 .176 .501 .537 .074 .200 .175 .647 
527 .189 .538 .519 .120 .182 .176 .673 
528 .211 .605 .436 .109 .252 .081 .683 
529 .251 .670 .352 .022 .274 .027 .711 
530 .119 .644 .340 .138 .249 -.068 .630 
531 .154 .724 .291 .051 .202 -.037 .678 
532 .147 .786 .264 .153 .146 .020 .753 
533 -.059 .398 .273 .514 -.120 .062 .518 
534 .013 .436 .205 .405 .019 .041 .398 
535 .163 .735 .166 .188 .141 .022 .650 
536 .205 .747 .143 .222 .153 .055 .696 
537 .221 .732 .109 .221 .142 .055 .668 
538 .254 .694 .098 .314 .135 .103 .684 
539 .316 .596 .096 .406 .104 .080 .640 
540 .032 .124 .153 .687 -.191 .091 .557 
541 .273 .426 .081 .523 .168 .069 .569 
542 .195 .329 .093 .640 .027 .078 .572 
543 .076 .101 .177 .693 -.115 .074 .546 
544 .158 .092 .159 .759 -.025 .088 .647 
545 .281 .126 .126 .727 -.023 .038 .641 
546 .356 .200 .122 .652 .036 .113 .609 
547 .349 .126 .083 .618 .024 .051 .530 
548 .290 .150 -.030 .453 .100 -.073 .328 
549 .421 .116 .087 .429 .171 -.112 .425 
550 .214 -.016 -.056 .352 -.050 -.115 .189 
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Table 1 
(continued) 
Factor 
Variable .2 
I II III IV V VI 
CI .446 .276 -.010 .307 .186 -.012 .404 
C2 .158 -.138 -.001 .010 -.057 -.387 .197 
C3 .490 .087 .039 .327 .308 -.121 .466 
C4 .468 .003 .085 .316 .291 -.135 .429 
C5 -.368 .071 -.165 -.317 -.262 .108 .348 
C6 .029 -.155 -.103 -.007 -.196 -.318 .175 
C7 -.198 -.093 -.143 -.106 -.314 -.131 .195 
C8 .553 .106 .129 .419 .131 -.016 .526 
C9 .605 .122 .103 .337 .090 .038 .514 
CIO .487 .085 .006 .276 .076 -.097 .336 
Cll .245 .077 -.076 .099 .018 -.058 .085 
C12 .645 .389 .029 .129 .106 .067 .613 
C13 .553 .052 .033 .301 .091 .007 .408 
C14 .580 .134 .057 .220 .108 -.052 .421 
C15 .502 .100 .035 .278 -.004 .093 .349 
C16 .554 .084 -.001 .188 .173 -.066 .382 
C17 -.185 -.064 -.112 -.145 -.216 -.145 .139 
C18 .743 .109 .100 .154 .139 -.035 .619 
C19 .388 -.077 -.018 .007 -.032 -.165 .185 
C20 .427 .066 -.008 .137 .016 .015 .206 
C21 .627 .373 -.011 .005 .013 .134 .550 
C22 .719 .131 .130 .073 .156 .013 .580 
C23 .719 .234 .061 .031 .004 .091 .585 
C24 -.291 -.065 -.088 -.139 -.260 -.043 .185 
32 
Table 1 
(continued) 
Factor 
Variable .2 
I II III IV V VI 
C25 .048 -.070 -.069 .013 -.221 -.198 .100 
C26 .424 -.105 .017 .092 -.036 -.203 .243 
C27 .684 .317 .023 -.046 -.052 .073 .579 
C28 .381 -.071 .045 .018 -.032 -.164 .181 
C29 .206 -.117 -.021 -.065 -.102 -.205 .113 
C30 .106 -.090 -.040 .093 -.162 .034 .057 
C31 .672 .042 .064 .054 .085 -.052 .470 
C32 .420 -.023 .007 -.013 .030 -.159 .203 
C33 .158 -.030 -.048 -.047 -.696 .213 .084 
C34 .544 .332 -.026 -.112 -.119 .162 .460 
C35 .489 .228 .036 -.071 -.133 .145 .335 
C36 -.010 -.085 -.041 -.022 -.176 -.136 .059 
C37 .425 .188 -.001 -.043 -.143 .131 .255 
C38 .331 .058 .020 .029 -.158 .038 .141 
C39 .070 -.086 .005 -.051 -.056 -.136 .036 
C40 .408 -.066 .099 ,153 -.121 .187 .254 
C41 .191 -.070 -.010 .086 -.112 .207 .104 
C42 .127 -.131 -.002 .146 -.127 -.102 .081 
C43 .255 -.056 .056 .196 -.049 .044 .144 
VP^ 10.69 8.55 7.57 7.33 6.50 4.82 
^VP indicates the percentage of the variance 
explained by the factor. 
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factor. An example of the item content of large loading 
items are statements dealing with supervisors' directions, 
does the supervisor help, or does the supervisor listen. 
The internal consistency estimate of the reliability of 
the scale was .90. 
III. Promotion and development 
The third within factor contains 15 items and all are 
from the satisfaction portion of the questionnaire. 
Examples of item content include: are the promotions 
from within, are promotions based on performance, and 
is there adequate career planning. The Spearman-Brown 
estimate of reliability was .89 for this factor. 
IV. Company policies and practices 
The fourth factor dealing with company policy 
contains 14 items, of which 13 are from the satisfaction 
section of the questionnaire. Items loading highest 
deal with treatment by the company, policies of the 
company, and reputation of the company. The internal 
consistency estimate of the reliability was .87. 
V. Intrinsic satisfaction 
This factor contains 8 items and all are from the 
satisfaction section of the questionnaire. These items 
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deal with responsibility, job challenge, and the oppor­
tunity to complete tasks. The internal consistency 
estimate was .88. 
VI. Pay 
The last within factor for management personnel 
contains 7 items which are all from the satisfaction 
section of the questionnaire. All the items within this 
factor deal with some aspect of pay. The internal consis­
tency estimate of this factor is .83. 
The within factor analysis for management personnel 
contained a wide range of communalities. The satisfac­
tion items generally had higher communalities or contained 
more common variance. Only 5 of the 50 satisfaction items 
had communalities below .40, while 27 of the 43 items 
were not loading very high on the within solution which 
implies they were composed of more unique variance or 
error variance than the satisfaction items which contained 
more common variance. 
Also of interest are the item distributions within 
the various factors. The satisfaction items composed 
Factors II through VI, while only Factor I contained a 
majority of climate items. The reliabilities were all 
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of acceptable levels. The percent of variance of the raw 
data explained by the six factors was 45.4%. 
Factor Analysis for Management 
(Between Solution) 
Seven factors emerged from the between correlation 
matrix, which is shown in Table 2; 
I. Supervision 
The first factor (supervision) contained 22 items of 
which all came from the satisfaction section of the 
questionnaire. Items defining the factor dealt with 
performance appraisals, supervisory behavior, and recogni­
tion. The internal consistency of the scale is .94. 
II. Company policies and practices 
This factor contained 28 items with 15 coming from 
the satisfaction section and 13 from the climate section. 
This factor contained items dealing with treatment by 
company, competence of upper management, ability to get 
ahead, and job placement. The internal consistency 
reliability of this factor is .93. 
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Table 2 
Factor Analysis of the 
Between Correlation Matrix 
(Management) 
Factor 
Variable ^2^ 
I II III IV V VI VII 
51 .273 .032 .071 .103 -.273 -.227 .454 .422 
52 -.463 .009 .300 .189 -.061 -.071 .247 .411 
53 . 284 -.222 -.394 -.021 .102 -.003 . 515 . 562 
54 -.119 .133 -.236 -.109 .009 .021 .694 .581 
55 -.019 -.100 -.439 -.072 -.066 .026 .718 .729 
56 .212 .401 .219 .124 -.036 -.344 .232 .443 
57 .137 .453 .543 .150 .065 -.296 -.063 .638 
58 .415 .085 .233 .127 -.410 -.286 .144 .520 
59 -.241 .005 .651 .276 -.140 -.189 -.137 .632 
510 -.066 .037 .714 .291 -.014 -.098 .171 .639 
511 .062 .233 .650 .270 -.274 -.138 -.046 .650 
512 .352 -.266 .120 .052 -.259 .076 -.248 .346 
813 .076 .177 .783 .124 .208 -.005 -.027 .710 
514 .109 .165 .582 -.105 .149 .111 -.023 .424 
515 .170 -.171 .556 .062 -.193 .082 .059 .418 
516 -.023 .042 .748 -.038 .026 .253 -.057 .631 
517 .060 .197 .792 .007 -.156 -038 .029 .696 
518 .276 .148 .669 -.016 -.235 -.003 -.073 .606 
519 .523 .136 .631 -.001 -.101 -.055 -.067 .708 
520 .568 .111 .450 .052 -.141 -.110 .053 .575 
521 .567 .183 .571 -.009 -.006 -.050 .025 .685 
522 .708 -.020 .138 .008 .103 -.019 .139 .551 
523 . 854 .110 .174 -.003 . 000 -.142 .136 . 810 
524 .519 .214 .528 -.089 .190 .022 -.135 .656 
2 h is the communality for the variable. 
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Table 2 
(continued) 
Factor 
J. j.au 
I II III IV V VI VII h' 
S25 .425 .372 .511 -.001 .239 -.058 -.117 .654 
S26 .754 -.019 .227 .040 .318 .024 — .068 .728 
S27 .716 .255 .240 .113 .288 -.057 -.087 .741 
S28 .860 .165 .003 .142 .098 -.118 .012 .811 
S29 .870 .033 .066 .103 .025 .072 -.121 .793 
S30 .751 -.204 .054 .112 -.144 .117 .134 .672 
S31 .813 .004 .001 -.006 -.086 .177 -.056 .702 
S32 .786 .073 .072 .015 -.189 .184 -.099 .708 
S33 .265 .327 .554 .168 -.021 .027 -.069 .518 
S34 .163 .373 .501 .008 -.218 .050 .055 .470 
S35 .506 .419 .295 -.115 -.343 .147 .034 .673 
S36 .746 .147 .051 -.054 -.179 .246 -.124 .691 
S37 .681 .301 .120 -.036 -.186 .263 -.101 .685 
S38 .556 .397 .141 -.139 -.247 .299 -.064 .661 
S39 .608 .464 -.015 -.044 -.217 .229 -.084 .695 
S40 .301 .490 .534 .181 -.045 .095 .043 .661 
S41 .450 .594 .125 .042 
00 CO o
 
1 .109 -.015 .592 
S42 .406 .522 .045 .101 -.312 .026 -.023 .548 
S43 .245 .524 .450 .207 .099 .036 -.156 .615 
S44 .177 .524 .431 .160 .171 .125 -.079 .569 
S45 .188 .648 .397 .235 .059 .056 -.129 .691 
S46 .318 .632 .197 -.027 -.298 .260 -.112 .709 
S47 .119 .771 .255 .149 -.038 .082 .028 .704 
S48 .069 .610 .138 .015 .024 .178 .065 .433 
S49 .113 .424 .043 .135 -.189 .016 .200 .288 
S50 .081 .681 .045 .036 .283 .131 — .060 .575 
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Table 2 
(continued) 
Factor 
Variable ,2^ 
I II III IV V VI VIII 
CI -.027 . 647 .165 . 343 . 085 -.142 -.007 . 591 
C2 -.125 .438 -.250 -.329 .090 .156 -.055 .413 
C3 -.151 .569 -.044 -.136 -.015 -.086 .236 .431 
C4 -.034 .748 .175 .165 .058 .033 .028 .623 
C5 .133 -.568 -.210 -.119 -.409 .004 -.167 .593 
C6 .087 .436 .103 .055 .386 .208 -.116 .417 
C7 -.310 -.181 -.327 -.181 -.166 -.104 .166 .335 
C8 .176 .735 .142 .084 .045 .084 -.277 .684 
C9 .119 .745 .101 .183 .145 .121 -.244 .707 
CIO -.152 ,442 .025 -.019 .238 .123 .024 .292 
Cll -.014 .145 -.093 -.361 -.076 .177 .035 .199 
C12 .264 .546 .040 .056 .064 .351 -.431 .686 
C13 -.113 .531 .264 .196 .128 .369 .095 .564 
C14 .021 .384 .207 .022 .205 .557 .046 .546 
C15 .199 .481 .018 .424 .173 .091 -.293 .515 
C16 .112 .279 -.214 .311 .420 -.126 -.049 .427 
C17 -.176 -.080 -.250 -.079 -.262 -.157 .103 .209 
C18 .184 .486 -.067 .204 .144 .346 -.206 .499 
C19 .053 .333 .001 .267 .687 .022 -.141 .677 
C20 .054 .244 -.078 .376 .401 .070 -.189 .411 
C21 .283 .269 -.018 .022 .007 .660 -.080 .595 
022 .150 .389 .204 .374 -.042 .400 .044 .518 
C23 .281 .364 -.155 .378 .177 .288 -.069 .497 
C24 .054 -.130 -.279 -.138 -.515 -.043 -.241 .442 
C25 -.203 .094 -.094 -.042 .336 .268 .253 .310 
C26 -.143 .277 .190 .306 .510 .313 .220 .634 
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Table 2 
(continued) 
Factor 
vai. 
I II III IV V VI VII h 
C27 .279 .317 -.022 .243 .052 .441 -.257 .527 
C28 .242 .194 -.076 .411 .285 .332 -.262 .531 
C29 .004 .191 -.011 .403 .461 .017 -.079 .418 
C30 -.119 .116 .123 .401 .011 -.053 -.138 .225 
C31 -.083 .134 .245 .450 .252 .456 .313 .657 
C32 -.264 -.089 .021 -.017 .009 .060 .334 .194 
C33 -.008 .013 -.340 -.247 -.178 — .086 .063 .220 
C34 .273 .154 -.109 .169 -.068 .390 -.137 .314 
C35 .222 .223 -.002 .518 .009 .306 -.114 .474 
C35 -.097 -.093 -.090 .000 .288 .148 -.005 .131 
C37 .097 .059 .077 .321 .201 .562 .061 .481 
C38 .040 -.013 .026 .107 .060 .406 .039 .184 
C39 -.019 -.095 -.100 .010 .230 .008 -.029 .073 
C40 .098 .180 .085 .540 .153 .196 -.053 .405 
C41 .024 .068 .120 .618 .031 .127 -.618 .419 
C42 -.077 .132 .084 .500 .097 .122 .125 .321 
C43 -.021 .087 .134 .441 -.048 .153 .136 .264 
vpb 12.69 12.38 10.20 4.91 4.75 4.56 3.57 
^VP indicates the percentage of the variance 
explained by the factor. 
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III. Pay and promotion 
This factor contains 21 items all being from the 
satisfaction section of the questionnaire. Items dealt 
with pay raises, pay compared to others, career planning, 
and promotion policy of the company. The internal 
consistency reliability of the factor is .91. 
IV. Reward structure 
This factor contains 10 items, all from the climate 
section. The items refer to equal pay for equal work, 
the relationship between performance and rewards, and 
general items about the reward structure of the company. 
The internal consistency reliability is .74. 
V. Work structure 
The work structure factor contains 8 items of which 
7 are from the climate section. The items defining this 
factor relate to new technology, knowledge of job situa­
tion, and control over tasks. The internal consistency 
reliability is .70. 
VI. Feedback 
The feedback factor contains 7 items all from the 
satisfaction section. The items relate to career progress, 
supervisor guidance, and feedback. The internal consis­
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tency reliability is .70. 
VII. Intrinsic satisfaction 
The factor contains 5 items of which 4 are from the 
satisfaction section. The items deal with using abilities, 
the job in general, and task completion. The internal 
consistency reliability is .70. 
The between analysis has some interesting overall 
differences compared to the within solution. Two of the 
50 satisfaction items have comunalities less than .40 
which is similar to the within's analysis of 5 out of 
50. Thirteen out of the 43 climate items had communalities 
less than .40 in the between analysis which is considerably 
less than the 27 items in the within analysis. 
The item segregation was also evident in the between 
analysis except for the second factor where there were 
15 items from the satisfaction section and 13 items from 
the climate section. The general climate factor seemed to 
vanish in the between analysis and formed a number of 
smaller climate factors. The percent of variance explained 
by the between factor solution containing seven factors 
is 53.1%. This is a measure of the amount of variance 
explained in the original items. 
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Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
(Within) 
Seven factors emerged from the within factor analysis 
which is shown in Table 3. Because of the similarity to 
the within management factor analysis results, the verbal 
description of the factors will be very brief; 
I. General perceptions of the job 
Twenty-two items composed this factor with 21 being 
from the climate items. The internal consistency relia­
bility is .91. 
II. Supervision 
The factor contains 15 items all of which came from 
the satisfaction section. The internal consistency 
reliability is .91. 
III. Promotion and development 
Fifteen items defined this factor with all of them 
being from the satisfaction section. Again this factor 
is extremely similar to Factor III of the within analysis 
for managers. The internal consistency reliability is 
.90. 
43 
Table 3 
Factor Analysis of the 
Within Correlation Matrix 
(Nonmanagement) 
Factor 
Variable ,2 
I II III IV V VI VII 
51 .016 .076 .137 -.015 .670 .253 -.057 .541 
52 .043 .052 .012 -.052 .772 .128 -.060 .623 
53 -.115 .180 .024 -.096 .609 .022 -.023 .428 
54 .127 .026 .095 -.021 .822 .108 -.020 .714 
55 -.206 .116 .129 -.002 .595 .203 -.004 .467 
56 .057 .030 .185 .064 .766 .091 -.041 .640 
57 .256 .003 .239 .084 .672 .044 -.059 .587 
58 .089 .176 .417 .102 .488 .350 -.052 .587 
59 -.061 -.139 .129 .043 .191 .718 .069 .598 
510 -.072 -.083 .167 .019 .130 .791 .057 .686 
511 -.069 -.048 .288 .039 .160 .736 .078 .665 
512 -.015 .006 .398 .014 .157 .690 .085 .667 
513 .025 .053 .518 .065 .212 .547 .088 .627 
514 .016 .096 .610 .085 .213 .480 .086 .673 
515 -.267 .087 .287 .288 ,222 .119 .102 .287 
516 -.068 .040 .615 .196 .125 .361 .063 .573 
517 .102 .115 .630 .095 .242 .207 -.030 .532 
518 .178 .161 .709 .081 .248 .238 -.027 .686 
519 .133 .484 .709 .083 .163 .228 -.007 .640 
520 .073 .289 .700 .130 .142 .161 .003 .642 
521 .149 .280 .732 .125 .225 .115 -.037 .718 
522 .067 .371 .689 .149 .154 .144 -.039 .677 
523 .072 .403 .668 .241 .140 .100 -.027 .702 
524 .021 .353 .592 .258 .005 .099 -.017 .552 
2 
h is the communality for the variable. 
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Table 3 
(continued) 
Factor 
Variable ,2 
I II III IV V VI VII 
525 .036 .364 .478 .255 -.054 .175 -.034 .463 
526 .109 .573 .502 .096 .185 .154 .092 .668 
527 .198 .576 .462 .114 .192 .152 .037 .659 
528 .223 .678 .394 .056 .217 .058 .048 .720 
529 .204 .762 .302 -.012 .140 .018 .088 .742 
530 .038 .645 .280 .120 .091 -.028 .052 .522 
531 .126 .775 .239 .072 .130 -.039 .086 .704 
532 .136 .753 .250 .210 .060 .014 .034 .699 
533 .050 .472 .284 .519 -.050 .011 -.034 .580 
534 .131 .493 .215 .408 -.017 .040 -.047 .477 
535 .210 .739 .108 .176 .112 -.017 .073 .650 
536 .258 .754 .075 .176 .093 -.013 .103 .691 
537 .270 .715 .095 .254 .053 .043 .093 .671 
538 .293 .660 .088 .345 .039 .080 .084 .663 
539 .356 .561 .084 .379 .007 .113 .049 .607 
540 .083 .210 .181 .681 -.036 -.004 -.016 .548 
541 .246 .339 .104 .572 .024 .115 .001 .526 
542 .202 .260 .108 .654 .050 .074 .013 .555 
543 .186 .157 .163 .772 -.025 .042 .076 .689 
544 .245 .125 .184 .716 -.005 .071 .076 .633 
545 .324 .168 .129 .707 .032 .048 .152 .675 
546 .389 .202 .109 .604 .059 .093 .076 .587 
547 .379 .107 .087 .598 -.004 .035 .137 .484 
548 .266 .062 .112 .282 .064 -.091 .121 .194 
549 .424 .175 .020 .326 .008 -.054 .126 .336 
550 .395 .097 .003 .264 -.073 -.040 .041 .243 
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Table 3 
(continued) 
Factor 
Variable ,2 
I II III IV V VI VII 
CI .531 .216 -.015 .203 .033 .010 .058 .375 
C2 .002 -.136 -.129 -.093 -.021 -.457 -.061 .257 
C3 .653 .057 .072 .245 .267 -.176 -.019 .597 
C4 .609 -.029 .091 .314 .196 -.130 -.022 .534 
C5 -.599 -.093 -.157 -.292 -.337 -.004 -.007 .591 
C6 .206 -.087 -.091 .125 -.069 -.390 .114 .244 
C7 .014 -.009 -.150 .008 -.281 -.139 .005 .121 
C8 .648 .164 .108 .255 -.010 .069 .071 .533 
C9 .707 .175 .090 .181 -.033 .110 .068 .590 
CIO .593 .082 -.016 .202 .000 -.121 .088 .422 
Cll .539 .165 -.033 .043 .007 -.034 .023 .322 
C12 .709 .363 .019 .053 .000 .119 .216 .699 
C13 .654 .012 .060 .168 .086 -.066 .149 .493 
C14 .606 .147 .044 .061 -.043 .052 .118 .413 
C15 .579 .119 .066 .135 -.073 .094 .195 .425 
C16 .609 .152 .018 .009 .044 .001 .162 .423 
C17 -.065 -.035 -.140 -.054 -.270 -.060 -.069 .109 
C18 .724 .108 .111 .029 .013 .034 .235 .605 
C19 .415 -.104 .069 .002 -.116 -.121 .074 .221 
C20 .445 .092 -.004 .060 -.095 -.011 .233 .274 
C21 .498 .346 .002 -.098 -.087 .121 .403 .563 
C22 .630 .129 .128 .029 .098 .068 .401 .606 
C23 .524 .256 .029 -.028 -.000 .136 .523 .633 
C24 -.182 -.113 -.094 -.082 -.237 -.076 -.202 .164 
C25 .022 -.091 -.064 .042 -.072 -.297 .208 .151 
C26 .401 -.021 .020 .104 .088 -.142 .387 .350 
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Table 3 
(continued) 
Factor 
V ai-xcLuxc; 
I II III IV V VI VII 
h 
C27 .418 .269 .002 -.024 -.017 .101 .586 .601 
C28 .282 .012 .033 .002 -.102 -.054 .400 .253 
C29 .140 -.127 .008 -.002 -.183 -.180 .120 .116 
C30 .065 -.019 -.039 -.014 -.233 .107 .104 .083 
C31 .392 -.020 .121 .110 .146 -.114 .576 .547 
C32 .199 -.113 .143 .092 .087 -.287 .402 .332 
C33 -.054 -.018 -.101 -.018 -.048 -.336 .197 .168 
C34 .213 .270 -.048 -.208 — .046 .079 .618 .511 
C35 .167 .182 -.020 .023 .058 .112 .575 .408 
C36 -.019 -.035 -.069 .105 -.046 -.228 .251 .123 
C37 .099 .138 -.055 .025 -.062 .029 .546 .335 
C38 .076 .030 -.034 .027 -.042 -.083 .398 .176 
C39 -.040 -.038 -.079 -.052 -.063 -.256 .032 .083 
C40 .175 -.061 .080 .127 -.094 .120 .356 .207 
C41 .059 -.062 -.026 .056 -.152 .202 .141 .095 
C42 .003 -.135 .006 .185 .012 -.174 .237 .139 
C43 .073 -.115 .057 .243 .048 ^.024 .281 .163 
vpb 10.33 8.97 7.67 6.18 5.53 4.99 4.24 
^VP indicates the percentage of the variance 
explained by the factor. 
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IV. Company practices and policies 
This factor contains 10 items all from the satis­
faction items. The internal consistency reliability is 
.86. 
V. Intrinsic satisfaction 
Eight items composed this factor, and all were from 
the satisfaction items. The internal consistency 
reliability is .87. 
VI. Pay 
Seven items defined this factor with all but one 
being a satisfaction item. The internal consistency 
reliability is .82. 
VII. Feedback 
Up to this point, the within management and within 
nonmanagement are duplicate analyses. One more factor 
emerged from the nonmanagement analysis relating to feed­
back from various aspects of the organization. Ten climate 
items composed this factor with a reliability of .76. 
The communalities were again similar with the within 
management analysis as most of the low communalities came 
from the climate items. The segregation is again evident 
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as the factors were composed either of climate or satis­
faction items. The percent of variance of the raw data 
explained by this solution was 47.9%. 
Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
(Between) 
Eight factors emerged from the between correlation 
matrix of the nonmanagement personnel which is shown in 
Table 4; 
I. Supervision 
Seventeen items made up this factor with 15 of them 
being satisfaction items. The internal consistency 
reliability is .91. 
II. Promotion and development 
This factor is similar to Factor III of the between 
managerial analysis. It contained 19 items of which 17 
were satisfaction items. The internal consistency relia­
bility is .88. 
III. Intrinsic satisfaction 
This is similar to Factor VII for the management 
personnel. The factor contains 14 items with 10 being 
satisfaction items and 4 being climate items. The internal 
consistency reliability is .89. 
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Table 4 
Factor Analysis of the 
Between Correlation Matrix 
(Nonmanagement) 
Factor 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII h^ 
SI -.301 .025 .669 -.086 .132 -.007 .053 -.048 .568 
S2 -.136 .062 .685 -.102 .190 -.126 .138 .096 .583 
S3 -.137 .111 .774 -.030 -.123 .070 -.055 .037 .655 
S4 .138 -.137 .835 .016 .111 -.074 .080 .663 .764 
55 -.034 -.006 .524 .107 .125 .206 .019 -.001 .346 
S6 .164 .072 .850 .052 .133 .053 .055 -.033 .782 
37 .316 .077 .820 .090 .096 -.144 .017 .073 .821 
88 .401 .253 .442 .128 .448 -.056 -.141 -.146 .682 
S9 .009 .312 .147 .036 .691 -.038 .009 -.101 .610 
SIO .143 .259 .099 .104 .798 -.042 .057 -.021 .750 
Sll .149 .270 .084 .109 .739 -.109 .062 -.100 .688 
S12 .358 .365 .243 .133 .490 -.152 -.105 .057 .615 
813 .380 .237 .383 .262 .481 .115 -.139 -.013 .680 
814 -.063 .459 .264 .020 .578 .201 -.018 -.156 .683 
815 -.203 .303 .130 -.216 .221 .292 .079 .087 .344 
816 .450 .362 .115 .101 .524 -.082 .018 -.237 .695 
817 .563 .225 .304 .060 -.014 -.164 -.319 -.329 .701 
818 .671 .260 .373 .114 .161 -.110 -.229 -.211 .804 
819 .598 .102 .357 .251 .134 -.082 -.080 -.174 .620 
820 .195 .500 .196 .094 .225 .175 .054 -.242 .477 
821 .209 .516 .199 -.020 .405 .227 -.051 -.158 .594 
822 .239 .651 .121 -.078 .344 .085 -.091 -.107 .647 
823 .264 .403 .609 -.028 .035 .083 .012 .164 .638 
824 -.045 .770 -.064 -.116 .226 -.095 -.049 .016 .675 
2 h is the communality for the variable. 
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Table 4 
(continued) 
Factor 
Variable -2 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII 
525 -.131 .637 -.117 -.007 .169 .190 .083 -.165 .535 
526 .367 .463 .120 .173 .499 -.169 .128 .156 .711 
527 .626 .261 .246 .280 .344 -.032 .152 .063 .746 
528 .625 .367 .299 .223 .157 -.235 .165 .076 .777 
529 .719 .236 .076 .184 .246 -.083 .143 .154 .724 
530 -.187 .147 -.092 -.208 -.036 .497 -.096 .135 .384 
531 .096 -.120 -.147 -.119 -.107 .440 -.211 .119 .323 
532 .633 .356 -.200 .151 .361 -.061 .093 .090 .744 
533 .010 .736 .065 -.024 .059 .243 -.023 -.179 .642 
534 .275 .632 .038 .192 .027 -.053 .200 -.050 .559 
535 .680 -.264 -.071 .071 -.048 .126 -.019 .163 .588 
536 .793 -.209 -.189 .233 .116 .082 -.005 -.035 .783 
537 ,830 -.040 -.006 .272 -.033 -.090 .034 .092 .783 
538 .770 .122 .031 .298 -.019 -.061 .137 -.130 .737 
539 .424 .524 -.148 .162 .281 -.225 .221 -.005 .681 
540 -.167 .324 .030 -.031 -.184 .477 .080 -.316 .502 
541 .142 .735 .099 .172 .163 -.114 .313 .055 .741 
542 -.086 .644 .363 -.052 -.054 .089 .105 .096 .588 
543 -.345 .495 -.033 -.090 -.140 .418 .071 -.304 .665 
544 -.276 .205 -.181 -.220 .091 .695 .089 -.245 .758 
545 .013 .057 .160 .011 -.115 .757 .018 .012 .616 
546 .482 .428 .238 .327 .094 -.073 .233 .054 .650 
547 .290 .005 -.193 .248 -.053 .511 -.025 -.309 .517 
548 .132 .422 -.157 .055 .485 -.186 .464 -.029 .710 
549 .074 .385 .331 -.263 -.052 .266 .180 .085 .445 
550 .103 .401 .478 -.065 .063 .194 .326 -.096 .562 
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Table 4 
(continued) 
Factor 
arxdjjxti 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII 
Cl .277 .282 .509 .340 -.207 .081 .249 -.008 .642 
C2 -.190 -.363 .026 -.169 -.567 .017 -.377 -.073 .667 
C3 .202 .055 .455 .075 -.425 .302 .167 .061 .560 
C4 .169 .045 .510 .221 -.274 .276 .144 .340 .628 
C5 -.137 .044 -.286 .005 .012 -.196 -.407 -.296 .394 
C6 -.014 .449 — .084 -.154 -.385 .169 -.239 .158 .491 
C7 -.186 -.309 -.381 -.312 -.148 .032 -.090 -.011 .403 
C8 .087 .420 .253 .149 .020 .050 .549 -.095 .583 
C9 .232 .291 .101 .480 -.005 .089 .427 -.137 .589 
CIO .040 .309 .123 .406 — .046 .211 .328 -.023 .432 
Cll .126 -.198 .160 .065 -.289 -.107 -.014 .514 .444 
C12 .592 .065 .144 .572 -.111 -.145 .153 -.034 .761 
C13 .095 .214 .428 .373 -.113 .393 .363 -.038 .677 
C14 -.061 .268 .041 .029 .278 .193 .574 -.236 .578 
CIS .269 .143 .056 .441 -.355 -.144 .123 -.136 .471 
C16 .050 -.014 .167 .335 -.007 .058 .363 .357 .406 
C17 -.292 .170 .096 -.213 -.298 -.099 .079 -.111 .286 
CIS .421 .035 .172 .639 -.090 .004 .260 -.198 .731 
C19 .135 .014 .037 .491 .227 -.067 .371 .232 .508 
C20 -.048 .223 .041 .249 .040 .141 .444 -.179 .367 
C21 .310 -.003 -.104 .451 .325 -.168 .430 .104 .645 
C22 .395 .002 .258 .678 -.016 -.024 .183 -.054 .719 
C23 .305 .054 .200 .755 -.099 .016 .058 — .098 .728 
C24 -.081 -.064 -.389 -.288 .402 -.273 .170 -.319 .612 
C25 -.193 -.022 -.323 -.412 .033 -.056 .075 -.134 .339 
C26 -.007 -.016 .258 .368 -.207 .369 .058 .389 .536 
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Table 4 
(continued) 
Factor 
Variable ; ,2 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII 
C27 .362 -.053 -.066 .705 -.064 -.107 -.027 -.024 .652 
C28 .128 -.005 -.098 .442 -.417 .076 -.388 -.014 .552 
C29 .074 -.061 -.103 .142 -.334 -.132 -.363 .408 .468 
C30 . 083 . 005 -.251 .148 . 060 -.199 . 202 -.323 . 280 
C31 .038 .079 .254 .387 -.145 .282 .242 .127 .397 
C32 -.099 .197 .063 .116 -.445 .218 -.126 .047 .330 
C33 -.077 .006 .066 .095 -.299 .228 -.161 .386 .335 
C34 .252 -.114 -.094 .707 .156 .019 .022 . .209 .653 
C35 .108 -.001 -.010 .658 .300 .007 .154 .130 .575 
C36 .010 .032 -.119 -.024 -.332 -.361 -.218 -.010 .297 
C37 .182 -.149 -.126 .564 .138 -.087 -.066 .264 .490 
C38 .112 -.041 -.116 .509 .053 -.193 -.098 -.007 .337 
C39 -.062 -.102 .016 -.003 .046 -.060 -.011 .492 .263 
C40 -.010 .124 .010 .487 -.005 .145 -.064 -.120 .293 
C41 -.052 .052 .005 .381 .208 .023 .087 .042 .203 
C42 -.051 -.039 .027 .031 .006 .512 .072 .075 .279 
C43 -.052 .047 .102 .102 -.036 .413 .147 -.049 .226 
VP^ 9.86 9.11 8.87 8.54 7.62 5.11 4.30 3.29 
VP indicates the percentage of the variance 
explained by the factor. 
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IV. Effort and feedback 
This is somewhat similar to the feedback factor 
(Factor VI) from the between management analysis, but 
does contain more complexity and items. This factor 
contains items relating to effort plus the feedback items. 
The factor contains 16 climate items with the internal 
consistency reliability being .89. 
V. Pay 
The factor contains 16 items with 11 being satis­
faction items and 5 being climate items. The internal 
consistency reliability is .85. 
VI. Company policies and practices 
Nine items composed this factor with 7 being from 
the satisfaction section. The internal consistency 
reliability is .77. 
VII. Expectations toward company 
The factor contains 7 items with 6 being climate 
items. This factor contains items relating to job place­
ment and knowledge of work situation. The internal consis­
tency reliability is .67. 
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VIII. Working conditions 
This factor contains 3 climate items which deal 
with the use of technology. The reliability is .46. 
Again the communalities for the climate items are 
higher for the between analysis than the within analysis. 
The factors in the between analysis show a little more 
of a mix as far as satisfaction and climate items are 
concerned. The percent of variance of the original 
items explained by the factor solution was 56.7%. 
Comparison of the Within and Between Solutions 
(Management) 
When the factors were judged to be similar between 
the two (between/within) analyses, the factors are 
presented together. When a factor is unique to either 
the within or between solution, the factor is presented 
alone. The F-ratio at the bottom of the tables were 
computed by a simple analysis of variance procedure where 
the facility code represents the between factor and 
individual differences within the facility represents the 
error term. An ANOVA was computed for the factor scores 
on each factor. The first comparison is between the 
supervision factors that did occur in both the within and 
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between solutions (shown in Table 5). Only factor 
loadings equal to or greater than .40 will be reported. 
Also, if an item loaded high (.40 or greater) on more 
than one factor, the item is included on the factor 
with the highest loading. 
The supervision factor was one of the largest for 
both the within and the between solutions. Table 5 
shows that on the whole the factor loadings tend to 
be higher for the between analysis. Also, the P-ratio 
is somewhat larger for the between factor than the 
within factor. The comparison of the P-ratios shows 
the between analysis is uncovering more variance across 
the facilities than the within factor. That is, the 
between supervision factor does have potential for 
distinguishing among facilities. 
Table 6 describes the items relating to company 
policy and practices. The correspondence between the 
within factor and the between factor was not as close as 
the supervision factors. Also, the F-ratios are almost 
identical which casts doubt on the utility of this 
variable to distinguish among facilities. The company 
tends to convey a uniform message throughout its 
organization, as apparently only individual differences 
were exhibited in terms of company policy and practices. 
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Table 5 
Factor Analysis for Management 
Supervision; Factor II Within, Factor I Between 
Factor Factor 
Item Loadings Loadings 
Item Content Within Between 
S2 Job responsibility .095 -.463 
S20 Promotions within .224 .568 
S22 Training relates .405 .708 
S23 Job matches individual . 390 .854 
S26 Relevant performance 
appraisals .501 .754 
S27 Performance linked to pay .538 .716 
S28 Recognition .605 .860 
S29 Told how you are doing .670 .870 
S30 Idea of job requirements .644 .751 
S31 What supervisor expects .724 .813 
S32 Supervisor's directions 
are clear .786 .786 
S34 Information about other 
departments .436 .163 
S35 Personal problems to 
supervisor .735 .506 
S36 Does supervisor listen .747 .746 
S37 Does supervisor help .732 .681 
S38 Supervisor consideration .694 .556 
S39 Supervisor's training 
skill .590 .608 
S8 Feeling important .057 .415 
-81, 704 .71 1.01 
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Table 6 
Factor Analysis for Management 
Company Policies and Practices: Factor IV Within, 
Factor II Between 
Factor Factor 
Item Loadings Loadings 
Item Content Within Between 
S6 Feeling of accomplishment 
S25 Equal opportunity 
S33 Plans of organization clear 
540 Reputation of organization 
541 Cooperation and morale 
542 Cooperation between groups 
543 Organization of company 
544 Policies of company 
545 Treatment by conpany 
546 Competence of company 
547 Competence of upper 
management 
548 Competence of co-workers 
549 Job security 
550 Working conditions 
CI Expectations of job 
C2 Effort 
C3 Variety in job 
C4 Intrinsic like for work 
C6 Effort for organization 
goals 
C8 Company finds appropriate 
job 
C9 Ability to get ahead 
CIO How my work contributes 
C12 Supervisor encourages 
development 
CI3 Intend to stay with company 
CI8 Hard work to reach career 
goals 
Esi, 704 1-38 1-33 
.064 .401 
.405 .372 
.514 .327 
.687 .490 
.523 .594 
.640 .522 
.693 .524 
.759 .524 
.727 .648 
.652 .632 
.618 .771 
.453 .610 
.429 .474 
.352 .681 
.307 .647 
.010 -.438 
.327 .569 
.316 .748 
-.007 .436 
.419 .735 
.337 .745 
.276 .442 
.129 .546 
.301 .531 
.154 .486 
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Table 7 shows the comparison of pay and promotion 
factors. Two within factors are used to compare with 
one between factor. Factor III of the within solution 
deals with promotion items, while Factor VI of the 
within solution deals with pay. In the between solu­
tion, these two constructs (pay and promotion) are 
combined into one factor. At the individual level, 
employees distinguish between pay and promotion. At 
the facility level, these two concepts are related 
much stronger, meaning that the facility tends to be 
rated low in pay and promotion or high in both pay 
and promotion. Because of the different composition 
of the between factor (relative to the within factors) 
and the larger F-ratios relative to the within 
solution's pay and promotion factors, there is potential 
for discriminating across facilities. 
The final direct comparison (.shown in Table 8) of 
the within and between factors for management personnel 
is in the area of intrinsic satisfaction. This term 
implies a very individual type of construct which is 
supported by the data. The P-ratio for the between 
solution is smaller than the within factor. This 
implies intrinsic satisfaction is composed of only 
individual variation. 
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Table 7 
Factor Analysis of Management 
Pay and Promotion: Factors III and VI Within, 
Factor III Between 
Item 
Item 
Content 
Factor Factor 
Loadings Loadings 
Within Between 
III VI III 
S9 Pay rate 
510 Pay compared with work 
511 Pay compared with others 
512 Pay compared with others 
513 Pay raises 
514 Substantial pay raises 
515 Benefits 
516 Benefits adjusted 
517 Adequate career planning 
518 Opportunities promotion 
519 Promotion based on 
performance 
520 Promotions from within 
521 Opportunity for 
development 
522 Training relate 
523 Suited for job 
524 Hires qualified 
525 Equal employment 
526 Good performance 
appraisal 
S40 Reputation 
S7 Challenging work 
533 Clear planning 
534 Information 
-81, 704 
.113 .755 .651 
.153 .821 .714 
.240 .783 .650 
.380 .691 .120 
.487 .581 .783 
.594 .502 .582 
.384 .231 .556 
.617 .405 .748 
.607 .158 .792 
.720 .170 .669 
.751 .180 .631 
.724 .091 .450 
.595 .062 .571 
.647 .038 .138 
.630 .056 .174 
.482 .117 .528 
.391 .110 .511 
.537 .175 .227 
.153 .091 .534 
.356 .127 .543 
.273 .062 .564 
.205 .041 .501 
.90 1.30 1.55 
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Table 8 
Factor Analysis for Management 
Intrinsic Satisfaction; Factor V Within, 
Factor VII Between 
Item 
Item 
Content 
Factor 
Loadings 
Within 
Factor 
Loadings 
Between 
SI Job in general .762 .454 
S2 Responsibility .740 .515 
S3 Little supervision .658 .694 
S4 Use abilities .833 .694 
S5 Finish what you start .616 .718 
S6 Feeling of accomplishment .751 .232 
S7 Work that challenges .669 -.063 
-81, 704 1.51 1.31 
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Table 9 shows the first within factor for which there 
is no comparable factor in the between analysis. This 
general factor comes from the within solution and contains 
only climate items. No factor in the between analysis 
approximates the items on this large general factor. 
Individuals tended to respond in a uniform manner (always 
agreeing or disagreeing) to many of the climate items thus 
producing the general perceptions factor. Because this 
factor only exhibits individual differences, it has no 
utility to distinguish between groups. This is an example 
of when only individual differences can show a significant 
difference between groups, but has no theoretical merit 
of defining a macro construct. Again, this large F-ratio 
means that similar types of people gravitate selectively 
to the different facilities. 
Table 10 shows a between factor relating to the 
reward structure of the organization. Because it is 
totally unique to the between solution, it has a great 
deal of potential to distinguish across facilities. It 
is of interest to note that all the items, except C35, on 
this factor had no large factor loadings in the within 
analysis. Stated alternatively, these items only had 
importance at the facility level. At the individual 
level, these items exhibited little common variance 
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Table 9 
Factor Analysis for Management 
General Perception of Job: Factor I Within 
Factor 
Item Loadings 
Item Content Within 
CI Expectations .446 
C3 Effort .490 
C4 Continue to work .468 
C9 Ability to get ahead .605 
CIO Work contributes to company .487 
C12 Supervisor encourages .654 
CIS Intend to keep working .553 
C14 On-the-job training .580 
CIS Satisfied with personnel .502 
C16 Control over projects .554 
CIS Hard work leads to goals .743 
C20 Know what's going on .427 
C21 Supervisor talks about performance .627 
C22 Satisfied with career .719 
C23 Extra effort leads to recognition .719 
C26 Major satisfaction comes from job .424 
C27 Supervisor provides guidance .684 
C31 Job gives me satisfaction .672 
C32 Well suited for job .420 
C34 Supervisor feedback .544 
C35 How performance is evaluated .489 
C37 Agree with supervisor .425 
C40 Good performance is rewarded .408 
C8 Company tries to match skills .553 
-81, 704 1.61 
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Table 10 
Factor Analysis for Management 
Reward Structure; Factor IV Between 
Item Item Content 
Factor 
Loadings 
Between 
C28 Achieve career goals .411 
C30 Women earn same pay .401 
C35 Understand performance 
evaluation .518 
C40 Good performance gets 
rewarded .540 
C41 Receive same pay .618 
C42 Care about future at 
company .500 
C4 3 Company is good to work for .441 
-81, 704 1.72 
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(conversely exhibited unique or error variance), while at 
the facility level there was a large portion of common 
variance in the items. One explanation of this factor 
is that different geographic locations have different 
economic conditions. The reason for this unique between 
factor could be caused by the facility or caused by more 
global environmental effects outside the organization. 
Table 11 is another unique between factor relating 
to work structure. This is again a factor that poten­
tially will be useful in distinguishing among facilities. 
Also, the facility effect is very likely to be due to 
facility differences, not undetermined environmental 
differences outside the company. 
The last factor (shown in Table 12) for management 
personnel is again a unique between factor relating to 
feedback. Again, the conclusion is similar to the preceding 
between factor. This factor is most likely due to facility 
differences not beyond the organization. Also, this factor 
is one of importance for distinguishing among facilities 
in a meaningful way as this factor is due to group 
differences, not individual differences. 
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Table 11 
Factor Analysis for Management 
Work Structure: Factor V Between 
Item 
Item 
Content 
Factor 
Loadings 
Between 
C19 Work with new 
technological systems 
C20 Know what is going on 
C24 Do things on job would 
not do normally 
C26 Major satisfaction 
comes from job 
C16 Control over tasks 
C29 Comfortable using 
new technology 
.687 
.401 
-.515 
.510 
.420 
.461 
-81, 704 1.39 
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Table 12 
Factor Analysis for Management 
Feedback; Factor VI Between 
Item 
Item 
Content 
Factor 
Loadings 
Between 
C14 On-job-training .557 
C21 Supervisor and 
performance .660 
C22 Career progress .400 
C27 Supervisor guidance .441 
C31 Job gives me what 
I'm looking for .456 
C37 Supervisor and I agree .562 
C38 Feedback helps .406 
-81, 704 1.73 
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Comparison of the Within and Between Analysis 
(Nonmanagement) 
The same presentation of the factors will be used 
for nonmanagement personnel as was used for management 
personnel. 
The comparison for nonmanagement (shown in Table 13) 
supervision is very similar to the comparison for manage­
ment supervision; consequently, the conclusions are the 
same. Of importance is the F-ratio is considerably larger 
for the between factor than the within factor, showing the 
between factor is due to more than individual differences. 
The promotion and development factors are shown in 
Table 14. As can be seen, the within and between factors 
differ in content as some of the factor loadings are quite 
small for the within factor. The P-ratios are quite 
similar so it is anticipated that the between factor will 
not be useful in distinguishing across facilities. 
Again the intrinsic satisfaction analysis for non-
management personnel (shown in Table 15) is similar to 
management personnel in terms of item content. The factor 
loadings are usually larger for the between solution and 
the F-ratio is slightly larger. The between factor seems 
to be uncovering more than just individual variance. It 
is interesting to note that the between factor for manage-
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Table 13 
Factor Analysis for Management 
Supervision; Factor II Within, 
Factor I Between 
Item 
Item 
Content 
Factor 
Loadings 
Within 
Factor 
Loadings 
Between 
C17 Adequate career planning .115 .563 
CIS Opportunities for promotion .161 .671 
S19 Promotion based on 
performance .484 .598 
S26 Good performance 
appraisals .573 .367 
S27 Performance linked to pay .576 .626 
S28 Recognition .678 .625 
S29 Told how you are doing .762 .719 
S30 Idea of job requirement .695 -.187 
S31 What supervisor expects .725 .096 
S32 Supervisor's directions 
are clear .753 .623 
S35 Personal problems to 
supervisor .739 .680 
S36 Does supervisor listen .754 .793 
S37 Does supervisor help .715 .830 
S38 Supervisor consideration . 660 .770 
S39 Supervisor's training skill .561 .424 
S46 Competence of company .202 .482 
C12 Supervisor encourages 
development .363 .592 
S34 Information about other 
departments .493 .275 
-85, 878 1.28 1.61 
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Table 14 
Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
Promotion and Development: Factor III Within, 
Factor II Between 
Factor Factor 
Item Loadings Loadings 
Item Content Within Between 
S14 Substantial pay raises .610 .459 
S16 Benefits adjusted .615 .362 
S17 Adequate career planning .630 .225 
S18 Opportunities for promotion .709 .260 
S19 Promotions based on 
.709 .102 performance 
S20 Promotions from within .700 .500 
S21 Opportunity for development .732 .516 
S22 Training relates to job .689 .651 
S23 Suited for job .668 .405 
S24 Hires qualified .592 .770 
S25 Equal employment .478 .637 
S33 Clear planning .284 .736 
S34 Information .215 .632 
S41 Cooperation and morale .104 .735 
S42 Cooperation between groups .108 .644 
S39 Supervisor's training skill .084 .524 
S43 Organization of company .163 .495 
C6 Effort for company goals -.091 — .449 
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Table 15 
Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
Intrinsic Satisfaction: Factor V Within, 
Factor III Between 
Factor Factor 
Item Loadings Loadings 
Item Content Within Between 
SI Job in general .676 .669 
S2 Job responsibility .772 .685 
S3 Little supervision .609 .774 
S4 Use abilities .822 .835 
S5 Finish what you start .595 .524 
S6 Feeling of accomplishment .760 .850 
S7 Work that challenges .672 .820 
S8 Feeling important .488 .442 
S23 Job matches individual -.054 .609 
S50 Working conditions -.073 .478 
CI Expectations .033 .509 
C3 Effort .267 .455 
04 Continue to work .196 .510 
C13 Intend to keep working .086 .428 
-85, 878 1.47 1.75 
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ment personnel was nothing more than individual variance. 
It seems that intrinsic satisfaction has between variance 
for nonmanagement personnel but not for management 
personnel. Possibly, management jobs across facilities 
are uniform in terms of intrinsic satisfaction causing 
the between factor to reflect only individual differences. 
The jobs for nonmanagement personnel across facilities 
differ in terms of intrinsic satisfaction. 
The pay factors (shown in Table 16) for nonmanagement 
personnel show slightly different content as the between 
pay factor has larger factor loadings on more items. The 
F-ratios are exactly the same; consequently, nothing more 
than individual differences are being brought out by the 
between factor. Therefore, the between factor has little 
utility as a macro construct. 
The last factor which can be compared for management 
personnel is company practices and procedures (shown in 
Table 17). As in the management analysis this construct 
has a larger P-ratio for the within solution. This implies 
that the company policies are somewhat uniform to all 
facilities. Because the within F-ratio is considerably 
larger than the between solution implies that the policies 
were so uniform that the facility means on this factor 
were restricted. 
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Table 16 
Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
Pay: Factor VI Within, 
Factor V Between 
Item 
Item 
Content 
Factor 
Loadings 
Within 
Factor 
Loadings 
Between 
S9 Pay rate .718 .691 
SIO Pay compares with work .791 .798 
Sll Pay compares with others .736 .739 
S12 Pay compares with others .690 .490 
S13 Pay raises .547 .481 
S8 Feeling important .350 .448 
S14 Substantial pay raises .480 .578 
S16 Benefits adjusted .361 .524 
S26 Good performance 
appraisal .154 .499 
S28 Recognition .058 .485 
C2 Effort -.457 -.567 
C24 Do things would not do 
normally -.076 .402 
C32 Well-suited for job -.278 -.445 
-85, 878 1.10 1.10 
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Table 17 
Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
Company Practices and Procedures: Factor IV Within, 
Factor VI Between 
Item 
Item 
Content 
Factor 
Loadings 
Within 
Factor 
Loadings 
Between 
S30 Idea of job requirements .120 .497 
S31 What supervisor expects .072 .440 
S40 Reputation of company .681 .477 
S41 Cooperation and morale .572 -.114 
S42 Cooperation between groups .654 .089 
S43 Organization of company .772 .418 
S44 Politics of company .716 .695 
S45 Treatment by company .707 .757 
S46 Competence of company .604 -.073 
S47 Competence of upper 
management .548 .511 
S33 Plans of company clear .519 .243 
C42 Care about future of 
company .185 .512 
C43 Company is good to work for .243 .413 
-85, 878 1.46 .98 
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The first factor for which there is no comparable 
factor is the general perceptions factor for the within 
solution (shown in Table 18). All but one of the items 
loading on this factor are climate items. Because there 
is no comparable between factor coming close to this 
large general factor, the general perceptions factor 
contains individual variation. 
The effort and feedback factor (shown in Table 19) 
only occurred in the between solution. The conclusion 
is that this factor has potential for distinguishing 
across facilities. 
Factor VII of the within analysis contains considerable 
overlap with the effort and feedback factor just discussed. 
The feedback factor (shown in Table 20) of the within 
solution is a small subset of the between solution effort 
and feedback factor. Because the between factor contains 
many more items than the within feedback factor, no direct 
comparison is possible. The within factor (feedback) has 
little potential for distinguishing across groups. 
The expectations toward the company (shown in Table 
21) factor is a between factor. It occurs only in the 
between solution which implies potential for distinguishing 
across groups. 
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Table 18 
Factor Analyses for Nonmanagement 
General Perceptions of Job: Factor I Within 
Factor 
Item Loadings 
Item Content Within 
S49 Job security .424 
CI Expectations .531 
C3 Effort .653 
C4 Continue to work .609 
C5 Outside interests more important -.599 
C8 Company finds appropriate job .648 
C9 Ability to get ahead .707 
CIO Work contributes to company .593 
Cll Flexible working hours .539 
C12 Supervisor encourages .709 
CIS Intend to keep working .654 
C14 On-the-job training . 606 
CIS Satisfied with personnel .576 
C16 Control over projects .609 
C18 Hard work leads to goals .724 
C19 Work with new technological systems .415 
C20 Know what's going on .445 
C21 Supervisor talks about performance .498 
C22 Satisfied with career .630 
C23 Extra effort leads to recognition .524 
C26 Major satisfaction comes from job .401 
-85, 878 
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Table 19 
Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
Effort and Feedback; Factor IV Between 
Factor 
Item Loadings 
Item Content Between 
C9 Ability to get ahead .480 
CIO Work contributes to company .406 
CIS Satisfied with personnel .441 
CIS Hard work leads to goals .639 
C19 Work with new technological systems .491 
C21 Supervisor talks about performance .457 
C22 Satisfied with career .678 
C23 Extra effort leads to recognition .755 
C25 Feel bad when fail -.412 
C27 Supervisor provides guidance .705 
C28 Achieve career goals .442 
C34 Supervisor feedback .707 
C35 How performance is evaluated .658 
C37 Agree with Supervisor .564 
C38 Feedback helps .509 
C40 Good performance is rewarded .487 
-85, 878 1.12 
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Table 20 
Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
Feedback: Factor VII Within 
Item 
Item 
Content 
Factor 
Loadings 
Within 
C27 Supervisor provides guidance .586 
C28 Achieve career goals .400 
C31 Job gives me satisfaction .576 
C32 Well-suited for job .402 
C34 Supervisor feedback .618 
C35 How performance is evaluated .575 
C37 Agree with supervisor .546 
-85, 878 1.28 
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Table 21 
Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
Expectations Toward Company: Factor VII Between 
Factor 
Item Loadings 
Item Content Between 
C5 Outside interests more important .407 
C8 Company finds appropriate job .549 
C14 On-the-job training .574 
C20 Know what's going on .444 
S48 Competence of coworkers .464 
-85, 878 1.52 
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This small between is relating to working conditions 
(shown in Table 22). Because of its new reliability, it 
is of doubtful utility for distinguishing across facili­
ties . 
Tables 23 and 24 give a summary as to which factors 
were measuring individual-level constructs and those that 
were measuring group-level constructs. 
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Table 22 
Factor Analysis for Nonmanagement 
Working Conditions; Factor VIII Between 
Factor 
Item Loadings 
Item Content Between 
Cll Flexible working hours .514 
C29 Comfortable using new technology .408 
C39 Paid for merit .492 
- 85, 878 ^^39 
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Table 23 
Summary of Factors for Management 
Group-Level Factors 
Factor I between (supervision) 
Factor III between (promotion and pay) 
Factor IV between (reward structure) 
Factor V between (work structure 
Factor VI between (feedback) 
Individual-Level Factors 
All the within Factors I through VI 
Factor II between (company policies 
and practices) 
Factor VII between (intrinsic satisfaction) 
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Table 24 
Summary of Factors for Nonmanagement 
Group-Level Factors 
Factor I between (supervision) 
Factor III between (intrinsic satisfaction) 
Factor IV between (effort and feedback) 
Factor VII between (expectations 
toward company) 
Factor VIII between (working conditions) 
Individual-Level Factors 
All the within Factors I through VII 
Factor II between (promotion and development) 
Factor V between (pay) 
Factor VI between (company policies 
and practices) 
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DISCUSSION 
Comparison of Managerial Level 
The management and nonmanagement solutions exhibit 
many similarities, especially for the within solutions. 
The first six factors that emerged from both the within 
analyses were almost identical. The factors were named 
the same, emerged in the same order, and contained 
similar items. The only difference between the two 
within solutions was that one additional factor emerged 
in the within solution for nonmanagement. This feedback 
factor was the last factor in the nonmanagement solu­
tion and accounted for the least amount of variance. 
There were few structural differences in the factor 
solutions. 
There was one factor that differed a great deal 
across managerial level in its ability to distinguish 
between groups (in terms of P-ratios). The nonmanagement 
personnel exhibited a larger P-ratio (1.28 to .71) for 
the supervision factor than management personnel. This 
is interpreted to mean that management personnel were 
more homogeneous in their perceptions of supervision 
across facilities when compared with nonmanagement 
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personnel. All of the other factors produced F-ratios 
which differed by .30 or less, which is interpreted to 
mean both management personnel and nonmanagement 
personnel differed consistently across facilities. 
The two between solutions exhibited larger 
differences among management personnel and nonmanage­
ment personnel, than the within solutions. The super­
vision, intrinsic satisfaction, and the company policy 
and practices factors were fairly similar, meaning the 
same items composed the factors for the between solu­
tions. Pay and promotion items were contained with one 
factor for managerial personnel. For nonmanagement 
personnel there were two separate factors, one for pay 
and one for promotion. The feedback factor for manage­
ment personnel was mildly related to the effort and 
feedback factor for nonmanagement personnel. But the 
nonmanagement factor was considerably more complex 
(contained many more items). The remainder of the 
factors were unique to the management solution or the 
nonmanagement solution. For example, the management 
solution contained factors relating to reward structure, 
and work structure which were nonexistent in the 
nonmanagement solution. Conversely, the nonmanagement 
solution contained two factors (expectations toward 
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company and working conditions) which were not in the 
management solution. 
There were more differences than just structural 
differences for the between analyses; there were also 
quantitative (F-ratio) differences. For the factors 
that were somewhat similar, the difference in the F-ratios 
ranged from .35 to .60. This implies the construct's 
ability to distinguish across facilities was contingent 
upon job level. 
The two levels of the organization could have been 
combined for the within solution, without doing much 
harm (because of their similarity). But a mistake 
would have occurred if the management personnel and 
nonmanagement personnel were combined into a single 
sample for the between solution. The environmental 
(group) influences differed moderately across job levels. 
There was an amazing segregation of climate and 
satisfaction items on the factors irrespective to 
solution. This is somewhat difficult to explain as the 
items were not written following any theoretical guides 
(i.e., Payne, Fineman, & Wall, 1976). On inspection of 
the climate items, many seem highly evaluative and 
written at the individual level, yet they did not load 
on factors with satisfaction items. One explanation is 
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these two sections of the questionnaire were separated 
by another section (importance items) which reduced the 
correlations because they were not adjunct. Secondly, 
the response formats were different for the sections. 
The satisfaction items were responded to in a how-
satisfied-am-I manner; while the climate items were in 
terms of how-much-do-I-agree-or-disagree manner. The 
exact reason for the segregation of the items is somewhat 
of a mystery. 
The result of the study were hampered by small 
F-ratios, meaning that a small proportion of the variance 
was being accounted for in the dependent variables 
(factor scores) across groups. The small F-ratios 
cause the differences between the two analyses (within 
and between) to be of less practical significance. 
One possible explanation for this outcome is that forming 
the groups by using the facility code produced groups of 
a heterogeneous composition. For example, the groups 
formed contained individuals of different job types 
(sales, engineering, computer science, etc.). The 
heterogeneous groups would then inflate the error 
variance within the groups, causing the small F-ratios. 
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Implications of the Research 
Psychological climate and job satisfaction are at 
the indivdual level while organizational climate and 
organizational morale are beyond the individual. The 
present research was an attempt to empirically separate 
these constructs and has been successful in doing so. 
All of the previous research in the climate area has 
created a great deal of confusion and ambiguity. The 
statistical techniques used are one of the major reasons 
for this confusion. Previous climate studies have consis­
tently researched constructs that were confounding 
individual and group variance in an unknown quantity. 
Using ambiguous constructs researchers often jumped to 
different levels of analysis without theoretical reasons 
that were justified. Consequently, the data and the 
theoretical rationale of the climate study were seldom 
on the same plane. It is little wonder that the construct 
of climate exhibits contradictory and confusing findings 
in the literature. The present study has provided 
organizational researchers with a methodology for 
separating individual and group constructs. This is just 
the first step in the process. Next the individual and 
group constructs need to be validated. Theoretically, 
group level organizational constructs should relate 
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strongly with other group level variables (i.e., group 
productivity, group turnover, or group structure), while 
relate less strongly with individual variables (i.e., 
individual productivity, age, sex, etc.). The convergent 
and discriminant validation process should work in reverse 
for the individual level constructs, showing stronger 
relationships with the individual variables than group 
variables. The construct validation is the second and 
equally important step to reduce the confusion that is 
evident in organizational research. 
An example of the current state of affairs in climate 
research is represented by Jones and James (1979). Their 
extensive study examines how psychological climate 
(individual unit of analysis) and aggregates of psycho­
logical climate relate to variables differing in level 
of analysis. The authors attempt to examine the utility 
of aggregate climate scores using the construct validity 
paradigm; that is, relating climate scores to other 
macro-level concepts. However, the statistical methods 
used by the authors represented a weak test of the 
construct, as many of the variables were confounded mix­
tures of individual and organizational variance. The 
independent variables were measured by a psychological 
climate questionnaire which was factor analyzed using 
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the total correlation matrix. The total sample included 
U.S. Navy personnel from different ships, different 
classes, different duties, and different divisions. 
The factor solution (independent variable) was confounded 
as the factors may have surfaced because of differences 
in individuals, ships, classes, duties, divisions, or a 
complex mix of these variables. 
Also, the criterion variables are suspect. The main 
conclusion reached by the study was that aggregated data 
relate strongly with organizational and subunit measures 
(i.e., structure and context). The structure variables 
measured aspects that could be derived from ship records 
(i.e., size, specialization, etc.), therefore the poten­
tial of individual contamination was minimized. Another 
criterion, context, was somewhat perceptual in nature 
which makes it a prime candidate for contamination via 
individual-level variation. Other criteria were just the 
summation of the individual data, as average age of the 
divisional member, which again contains confounded varia­
tion. Therefore, at the aggregate level some of the 
covariation was due to the fact that the individual varia­
tion in the aggregated climate variable was correlating 
with the indiviudal variation in the criterion. 
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Still, Jones and James did show that the aggregated 
climate related more strongly with subunit variables than 
psychological climate, although comparisons between 
psychological and organizational climate were difficult 
to make due to differences in the statistical techniques 
which were employed. Their article approaches aggregate 
constructs in an after-the-fact approach. Additionally, 
their measurement techniques produce ambiguous constructs 
which they try to refine by using convergent and discrimi­
nate validity. The approach taken in this study is that 
the statistical methods used are equally, if not more, 
important in defining macro-constructs. The methodology 
used in the present study seems less ambiguous than the 
methodology used by Jones and James. 
The present research contains important implications 
for organizational research, but confusion with the unit 
of analysis pervades many areas (i.e., psychology, 
sociology and economics). Frequently, constructs are 
measured by means of information gathered from question­
naires which usually have been factor analyzed to form 
scales. The factor analysis is typically computed on 
the total correlation matrix which confounds the solution. 
For example, achievement tests have been given 
from many school districts. The purpose of this testing 
to students 
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is to refine items and form scales of homogeneous items. 
If the total correlation matrix is used, the solution 
contains variance due to individual differences and also 
variance due to differences in school systems. Again, 
the student vs. school variance is hopelessly confounded. 
Typically each study has a purpose which is focused at an 
individual level or beyond the individual (i.e., group, 
department, organization). The data analysis should 
parallel the study's theoretical unit of analysis. If 
the study's purpose is to investigate the individual, 
the within correlation matrix is the appropriate matrix. 
Conversely, if the focus is on the group or organization, 
the between solution should be compared with the within 
solution as the present study demonstrated. 
What are the consequences of using a construct which 
is confounded with individual and group variance? Part 
of the answer comes from the classic paper by Robinson 
(1950). Robinson computed the correlation between color 
of skin and literacy for three units of analysis (indivi­
dual, state, and geographic region). The correlations 
differed a great deal as r = .20 (individual), r = .77 
(state) and r = .95 (geographic region). Roberts, et al. 
(19 78) use this as an example of why you should not infer 
beyond the unit of analysis your data address. Further­
92 
more, it is also important to have a parallelism between 
the theoretical unit of analysis and the statistical unit 
of analysis. If this parallelism is missing, it is 
very likely the researcher will make spurious inferences. 
For example, if X is an aggregated construct, it becomes 
an ambiguous construct containing both individual and 
group variance. Now assume X is highly related with a 
group variable Y. The inferences from this situation can 
often by incorrect. Is the correlation between X and Y 
due to the individual, group, or group by individual 
interaction all contained within X? If the study was at 
the aggregate level, the researcher would infer it was 
because of group properties which could be incorrect in 
many situations. This problem is common when measures 
are constructed using a heterogeneous (i.e., multiple 
levels, multiple locations) sample. The measuring 
device may have variance attributed to many sources, 
including the individual. Now the relevant question 
seems to be, how do you make the correct theoretical 
statement in terms of level of analysis when you have no 
idea regarding which level of analysis the data repre­
sent? Roberts et al. ask the appropriate questions 
without any good solutions. They at least understand 
that a great deal of previous research has made incorrect 
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inferences because the level of the data was unknown. 
A quick look through the journals reveals many 
studies with the problems just discussed. Hamner and 
Smith (1978) studied the relationship between attitudes 
and proclivity for unionization in a multi-sample design. 
The correlation between these two variables is predicated 
on a mixture of covariance due to individual differences 
in attitudes as well as differences due to environmental 
(e.g., location) factors in the samples. The stated 
inferences within this study referred to individual 
attitudes ; 
Employees who are dissatisfied are 
more likely to participate in union 
activities. (p. 415) 
The problem with this interpretation of the data (and why 
it represents an ecological fallacy error) is the following. 
Proclivity for unionization was measured at the state level 
and represents an attribute of the organizationl subunit. 
Instead of drawing inferences about differences between 
organizational subunits in terms of unionization efforts, 
the authors attempted to draw inferences about individuals. 
If the unit of analysis is individual people, then 
differences in individual attitudes should be discussed 
in terms of the desires of those individuals to join the 
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union. If the unit of analysis is the organizational 
subunit, then differences in union activity across sub-
units should be discussed in terms of the collective 
attitudes of subunit members. 
There has been a growing tendency for industrial/ 
organizational psychologists to argue for more of an inter­
disciplinary approach to the study of organizations. As 
this tendency becomes a reality, many levels of analysis 
problems may develop. Muchinsky and Morrow (1980) 
discuss this problem in terms of developing a multi-
disciplinary model of turnover. They argue to adequately 
understand turnover, perspectives from psychology, 
sociology, and economics are necessary. The potential 
problem surfaces because economics and sociology typically 
focus on macro-variables, while psychology emphasizes micro-
variables. Muchinsky and Morrow stress the importance of 
consistency within the data in terms of level of analysis. 
For example, if the goal is to predict individual turnover, 
it is essential that the independent variables are also 
at the individual level. The economic variables, which 
are usually macro, must now be brought to an individual 
level. This could possibly be accomplished by asking 
the individual to describe the economic environment they 
perceive. The potential problems in this expanding area 
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do have solutions but many researchers have not been 
sensitized to the issues. 
The confounding of individual and group variance 
is common in the social sciences. The present study has 
shown how these two sources of variation can be separated 
and how lack of separation causes many incorrect inferences. 
The only major drawback with this methodology is 
that it is a large sample technique and a large number of 
groups are needed to insure stability in the data. 
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APPENDIX A . 
SATISFACTION AND CLIMATE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Ask yourself; How SATISFIED am I with this 
aspect of my present job? 
"1" means I am not satisfied. 
"2" means I am only slightly satisfied. 
"3" means I am satisfied. 
"4" means I am very satisfied. 
"5" means I am extremely satisfied. 
for each statement 
ON MY PRESENT JOB, THIS IS circle a number 
HOW I FEEL ABOUT 
51. My job in general, considering 
all things 1 2 3 4 5 
52. The amount of responsibility 
i n  m y  j o b  . . . . . . . . . .  1 2  3 4  5  
S3. The chance to do my work 
without much supervision . . 12 3 4 5 
54. The chance to do something 
that makes use of my 
abilities 1 2 3 4 5 
55. The chance to finish what 
I start 1 2 3 4 5 
56. The feeling of accomplish­
ment I get from my job ... 12345 
57. Being able to do work that 
is challenging 1 2 3 4 5 
58. Feeling important as an 
individual regardless of 
my position in the 
company 1 2 3 4 5 
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S9. My present salary or pay rate . 12 3 4 5 
SIC. My pay when compared to the 
amount of work I do .... . 12345 
5 1 1 .  How well my pay compares with 
that of others in my line 
of work outside the company . 12 3 4 5 
512. How well my pay compares with 
that of newcomers in the 
company in similar positions 
to mine 1 2 3 4 5 
513. How rapidly or frequently 
pay raises are given to me 12 3 4 5 
514. How substantial my pay 
raises are 1 2 3 4 5 
515. The way my benefit program 
compares with those of 
other firms 1 2 3 4 5 
516. The way my benefits are 
adjusted to reflect the 
rising cost of living .... 12345 
517. How adequate the career 
planning and development 
programs are 12 34 5 
518. The opportunities for 
promotion for me 12 345 
519. The way promotions are based 
on performance 12 34 5 
520. The way promotions are made 
from within the organiza­
tion 1 2 3 4 5 
521. The opportunities for my 
training and development . . 12 3 4 5 
106 
522. The way training and develop­
ment I receive relate to 
the needs of my job 1 2 3 4 5 
523. How people are assigned to 
jobs for which they are 
best suited 1 2 3 4 5 
524. The way my company goes 
about hiring qualified 
people 1 2 3 4 5 
525. The presence of equal employ­
ment opportunity in hiring 
and promoting 12 3 45 
526. The way my performance 
appraisal is based on what 
I do 1 2 3 4 5 
527. The way my supervisor's 
appraisal of how well I do 
my job influences my pay . . 12 3 4 5 
528. The recognition I get for 
the work I do 1 2 3 4 5 
529. Being told how I am doing ... 12345 
530. Having a clear idea of 
everything I am required 
to do 1 2 3 4 5 
331. My knowledge of what my 
supervisor expects of me . . 12 3 4 5 
532. How clearly aims and plans 
are stated for me and 
others reporting to my 
supervisor 1 2 3 4 5 
S33. How clearly Control Data 
Corporation's aims and 
plans are stated 1 2 3 4 5 
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534. The amount of information 
I get about other depart­
ments/subsidiaries/divi­
sions 1 2 3 4 
535. Being able to go to my 
supervisor with my personal 
problems 12 34 
536. How well my supervisor listens 
to my opinions 12 3 4 
537. The way my supervisor provides 
help on work-related 
problems 12 3 4 
538. The way my supervisor handles 
his/her people ....... 1234 
539. The way my supervisor trains 
his/her people 12 3 4 
540. The reputation of Control Data 
Corporation 1 2 3 4 
541. The spirit of cooperation 
and morale in my work group . 12 3 4 
542. The spirit of cooperation 
between my work group and 
other work groups 12 3 4 
543. The way Control Data Corpora­
tion is organized 12 3 4 
544. The policies and practices 
of Control Data Corpora­
tion 1 2 3 4 
545. The way Control Data Corpora­
tion treats its employees . . 12 3 4 
546. The competence of Control 
Data Corporation's middle 
management 12 3 4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
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S47. The competence of Control 
Data Corporation's 
upper management 1 2 3 4 5 
548. The competence of my 
coworkers 1 2 3 4 5 
549. My job security 12 3 4 5 
S50. My working conditions 
(heating, lighting, 
cafeteria, parking, etc.) . . 12 3 4 5 
Ask yourself: How much do I AGREE or DISAGREE 
with what the statement says? 
"1" means that I strongly disagree. 
"2" means that I disagree. 
"3" means that I am uncertain. 
"4" means that I agree. 
"5" means that I strongly agree. 
CI. My job is pretty much what I 
expected it to be when 
it was first described 
to me 1 2 3 4 5 
C2. I work harder than most people 12 3 4 5 
C3. There is sufficient variety 
in my job 1 2 3 4 5 
C4. If I inherited enough money 
to live comfortably without 
working, I would still 
continue to work at my 
present job 1 2 3 4 5 
C5. My most important activities 
and interests are found 
outside my job 1 2 3 4 5 
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C6. I am willing to work extra 
hard at my job if it would 
help my organization meet 
its objectives 
C7. If it is good for my career, 
I will work hard on my job 
even if it holds little 
interest for me 1 2 3 4 5 
C8. This company tries to match 
an individual's skills, 
needs, and interests with 
the appropriate job 1 2 3 4 5 
C9. Ability is what it takes to 
get ahead in this company . . 12 3 4 5 
CIO. I know how my work contrib­
utes to company products 
and services 1 2 3 4 5 
Cll. I have some flexibility in the 
setting of my working hours . 12 3 4 5 
C12. % supervisor encourages and 
helps me to develop myself 
for promotional oppor­
tunities 1 2 3 4 5 
C13. I intend to be working for 
this company five years 
from now 1 2 3 4 5 
C14. The on-the-job training 
I received has prepared me 
well for my job 1 2 3 4 5 
CIS. I am satisfied with services 
and help provided to me by 
my personnel department ... 12345 
C16. I have some control over 
what tasks or projects 
I will work on 12 3 4 5 
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C17. I would rather hold a less 
interesting job that repre­
sents "progress" in my 
career than a more 
interesting job which is 
unrelated to my overall 
career goals 12 34 5 
CIS. Working hard on my present job 
will help me reach my 
career goals 12 345 
C19. As part of my job, I work 
with new technological 
systems and equipment 
(e.g., computer terminals, 
new computer systems) .... 12345 
C20. I generally know what is 
going on in the corpora­
tion 1 2 3 4 5 
C21. My supervisor talks to me in 
detail about my job 
performance at least 
1-2 times a year ...... 12345 
C22. I am satisfied with the 
progress I am making 
in my career 12 34 5 
023. Putting extra effort into my 
job usually results in 
special recognition ..... 12345 
C24. I often do things on my 
job that I wouldn't do 
if it were up to me 1 2 3 4 5 
C25. I feel bad when I fail at 
something connected to my 
job 1 2 3 4 5 
C26. Aside from my family, the 
major satisfaction in my 
life comes from my job ... 12345 
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C27. My supervisor provides me 
with guidance as to what 
I can do to become more 
effective 1 2 
C28. I am confident that I will 
eventually achieve my 
o v e r a l l  c a r e e r  g o a l s  . . . .  1 2  
C29. I feel comfortable using new 
"technology" on the job 
(e.g., computer terminals, 
computer systems) 12 
C30. Most women in this company 
earn essentially the same 
pay as their male colleagues 
w h o  d o  t h e  s a m e  w o r k  . . . .  1 2  
C31. My job gives me what I'm 
looking for from work .... 12 
C32. I am well-suited to my job in 
terms of skills, needs, 
and interests 12 
C33. I know when I am doing a good 
job without my supervisor 
having to tell me 12 
C34. My supervisor tells me when 
I am doing a good job as 
well as when I am doing 
a poor job 1 2 
C35. I have a clear understanding 
of the basis on which my 
performance is evaluated . . 12 
C36. It is important for me to get 
feedback on ray performance 
strengths and weaknesses . . 12 
C37. My supervisor and I normally 
agree on my performance 
strengths and weaknesses . . 12 
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C38. Feedback received from my 
supervisor helps me 
improve my performance ... 12 
C39. I prefer a job where one gets 
paid on the basis of 
performance (i.e., the 
better performers get paid 
more) rather than 
seniority or time in grade . 1 2 
C40. Good performance gets rewarded 
in this company 12 
C41. I receive the same pay as 
others in this corporation 
who do the same or equal 
work 1 2 
C42. I really care about the future 
of this company 
C43. Taking all things into 
consideration. Control 
Data Corporation is a good 
company to work for . . 
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APPENDIX B. 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Fill in the box that best describes your job 
family. 
A. Programmer/analyst (n=260) 
B. Engineer (n=175) 
C. Sales (n=129) 
D. Administrative (n=156) 
E. Clerical/office (n=342) 
F. Customer engineer (n=221) 
G. Technician (n=208) 
H. Production (n=518) 
I. Executive/mgmt/consultant (n=314) 
Fill in one; 
A. Exempt (n= 916) 
B. Nonexempt (n=1104) 
Fill in the box representing the highest number 
of years of schooling completed. 
A. Some high school (n= 84) 
B. High school graduate (n=523) 
C. Trade or business school (n=376) 
D. Some college (n=609) 
E. College graduate (n=529) 
F. Graduate or professional school (n=199) 
How old were you on your last birthday? 
A. Under 24 years (n=187) 
B. 24-29 (n=518) 
C. 30-39 (n=958) 
D. 40-49 (n=465) 
E. 50-59 (n=173) 
P. 60 and above (n= 19) 
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Fill in one: 
A. Male (n=1412) 
B. Female (n= 781) 
Fill in one: 
A. American Indian (n= 11) 
B. Black (n= 141) 
C. Oriental (n= 41) 
D. Spanish American (n= 39) 
E. White (n=2077) 
How long have you been in your present job? 
A. Less than 1 year (n=409) 
B. 1 year (n=422) 
C. 2-3 years (n=595) 
D. 4-5 years (n=392) 
E. 6-10 years (n=358) 
F. 11 or more years (n=146) 
How long have you been with Control Data Corporation? 
A. Less than 1 year (n= 11) 
B. 1 year (n=239) 
C. 2-3 years (n=491) 
D. 4-5 years (n=497) 
E. 6-10 years (n=659) 
F. 11-20 years (n=410) 
G. 21 years or more (n= 15) 
How long have you been in your present occupation, 
profession, or line of work? 
A. Less than 1 year (n= 75) 
B. 1-2 years (n=300) 
C. 3-5 years (n=507) 
D. 6-10 years (n=633) 
E. 11-15 years (n=420) 
F. 16-20 years (n=224) 
G. 21 or more years (n=154) 
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10. What is your facility code? 
There were 89 different division numbers 
in the sample. 
The total sample size equals 1584. 
